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ABSTRACT 
Indigenous peoples in Canada face significant health inequities in comparison to 
the non-Indigenous population. While the effects of historical and on-going colonialism 
are understood to contribute to these health disparities, the mechanisms by which 
pathologizing, racist, or colonial discourses contribute to the social environments 
underlying these health disparities remain under-examined. Using Foucauldian discourse 
theory as a methodology, and to inform my analytical method, this research investigates 
the role of the Canadian print media in disseminating pathologizing discursive 
representations of Indigenous peoples. Specifically focusing on columns, editorials, and 
letters to the editor printed in the Globe and Mail in 2008, this research analyzes the 
mainstream media’s contribution to the discursive environment underlying racialized 
health inequities. Throughout the analytical process, this research has identified multiple 
instances, both implicit and explicit, wherein pathologizing and stereotypical discourses 
about Indigenous peoples and communities are disseminated, legitimated, and 
perpetuated. These discourses ultimately function to maintain existing power inequities 
between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples, which in turn, contribute to health 
inequities of Indigenous peoples. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
“In the end, we'll all become stories.”   
- Margaret Atwood, Moral Disorder 
 
 
Figure 1. Aphoristic Currents (© Meryl McMaster 2013, by permission) 
I open with this powerful image by Indigenous artist Meryl McMaster whose 
work was on exhibit at Musée des beaux-arts de Montréal (Montreal Museum of Fine 
Arts) in 2017. This photo, Aphoristic Currents, is part of McMaster’s series titled “In-
Between Worlds” (2010-2015) which “explores the combination and transmutation of 
bicultural identities and examines the imbrication of cultural histories” (MMFA). Each 
portrait in this series features various adornments which act as extensions of the self. 
Likened to parables, each photo can be read as a story that teaches a moral lesson. 
Aphoristic Currents is a visual representation of an Indigenous woman literally encircled 
by media, and the stories they contain. With most of her body hidden below (or replaced 
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by) the swirling, strangling “current,” only her white-painted face remains visible as a 
nod, perhaps, to the imposition of non-Indigenous representations of Indigenous peoples, 
bodies, and cultures. An aphorism comes from the Greek for “definition,” purporting to 
contain a general truth or “maxim” (OED). Aphoristic Currents, then, engages with 
media’s definitive representations of Indigenous peoples and the power that these stories 
attempt to impose on Indigenous identity. In McMaster’s own words, “[t]his text 
represents our collective identity as Canadians—we are all influenced by each other and 
our identities are strongly influenced by our stories and language” (personal 
communication in July 2018). 
1.1 Current Discursive Environment  
On November 30th, 2015, the CBC (Canadian Broadcasting Company) made the 
difficult and controversial decision to close all comments on stories about Indigenous 
peoples. Brodie Fenlon (Acting Director of Digital News) posted on  the General 
Manager and Editor in Chief of CBC’s blog that this decision was made because of 
“uncivil dialogue,” which CBC staff found in disproportionate numbers in articles about 
Indigenous-related events (CBC 2015). Racist discourse was so frequent that CBC felt 
the company had no option but to close comments on Indigenous-related stories.  
On January 31st of this past year (2018), Grand Chief Arlen Dumas of the 
Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs penned a letter to the Editor-in-Chief of The Globe and 
Mail, David Walmsley. In it, Dumas asked why the Globe had decided to use a 
sensationalistic headline about Tina Fontaine’s murder that perpetuated negative 
stereotypes about Indigenous peoples. He argues that “[i]t is this type of victim-blaming 
headline that helps shape the public discourse on the bigger issue of missing and 
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murdered Indigenous women and girls.” This link between negative public discourse and 
its real effects on Indigenous peoples’ lives is the focus of my research. 
While stories fill our human world with a sense of meaning, The Assembly of 
Manitoba Chiefs’ letter to the Globe and McMaster’s photo emphasize that it can be 
difficult to navigate these stories within which individuals are encircled. In the 2003 CBC 
Massey Lectures, Cherokee-Scottish Canadian novelist Thomas King writes, “[t]he truth 
about stories is that's all we are” (11). King’s statement brings to mind how narratives 
structure and give meaning to our lives. Every person situates their life, and others’ lives, 
within a narrative.  Narrative is a linguistic and imaginative process that is mostly 
undertaken without thought, and it is a process that is inescapable (for the vast majority 
of people). Hence, the stories we1 tell ourselves and others are what constitute the fabric 
of our meaning-filled existence. Humans communicate and narrativize our lives by 
necessity. However, stories carry with them a force that may or may not accurately reflect 
reality. People exist within these stories, and in a way, “we” (as King says) are these 
stories. Sometimes stories come to define who people are, and sometimes they are 
imposed on people from the outside—by others. There is, thus, a certain danger tied to 
stories. While stories necessarily structure and imbue human lives with meaning and 
purpose, it is important to remember the power that these narratives hold. Writer 
Chimamanda Ngozi Adichie warns of what she terms, "the danger of a single story" 
(TED 2009). “Power,” says Adichie, “is the ability not just to tell the story of another 
person, but to make it the definitive story of that person”—their single story (TED 2009). 
                                                            
1 My use of “we” in this instance and in my title—‘Stories We Tell about “Others”’—is intended to 
provoke questions about who is implicated in telling stories about other people, and who might or might 
not be considered part of “we” as a group. I also use this term to implicate and locate myself as an 
individual who is not exempt from telling stories or from the production of knowledge. 
4 
 
What happens when stories, imposed from the outside, come to define entire cultures of 
people? This research is an attempt to engage with this question. Analyzing a selection of 
contemporary stories about Indigenous peoples in one example of mainstream media in 
Canada, I hope to reveal the significant role that negative discursive constructions may 
play in Indigenous peoples’ health and well-being.  
1.2 Defining Key Terms 
For the purposes of this research, I will borrow from Shaw et al. (2006) who 
define “Indigenous” as: “groups with ancestral and often spiritual ties to particular land, 
and whose ancestors held that land prior to colonization by outside powers, and whose 
nations remain submerged within the states created by those powers” (268). I use this 
definition for the purpose of clarity, but I also recognize that defining Indigenous peoples 
within one category is, to say the least, problematic. The terms “Indigenous” and 
“Aboriginal” are loaded with a range of politics around their usage. Echoing Shaw et al. 
(2006), my intention is not to essentialize or categorize diverse groups of peoples or to 
somehow reduce them to a monolithic category of “Indigeneity” (268). On the contrary, 
my analysis aims to question such reductionist categorizations. Nor am I unaware that 
some individuals or communities prefer to self-describe using their traditional languages 
(which are local and place-specific), and some people use terms such as “Native” or 
“Indian.” While I acknowledge the problems associated with the “umbrella terms” of 
“Indigenous,” “Aboriginal,” “Native,” or “Indian,” I do need some way in which I can 
address my topic, a topic which includes an analysis of homogenized, monolithic terms 
used by mainstream media. I have chosen to use the term “Indigenous” for lack of an 
appropriate decolonized term that is able to capture the heterogeneity of Indigenous 
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communities and identities. However, when I am directly quoting texts that use 
“Aboriginal” or another given word, I will leave the quote untouched so I do not 
influence the meaning.  
I will also be using the terms “settlers” or “Euro-settlers” and “settler-colonial 
societies.” “Settlers” has historically referred to people (predominantly, Europeans 
(Reading 2015, 6)) who have willfully migrated to an area and established a place of 
permanent residence. In this process of colonization, Indigenous peoples who long-
occupied the areas were displaced from the land considered terra nullius (“nobody’s 
land”). My use of the term settlers includes the descendants of settlers who were born on 
settled grounds in Canada and did not necessarily choose to live here, but who are, 
nonetheless, actively colonizing the traditional lands of Indigenous peoples and comprise 
part of the fabric of settler-colonial societies. In many cases (but certainly not all), these 
descendants of the original settlers either do not know or choose not to acknowledge the 
history of these lands. At times I will add “peoples” after “settler” to serve as a reminder 
and emphasize the fact that settler peoples are, also, not the homogeneous mass to which 
they are sometimes referred. I am specifically analyzing Canadian settler-colonial 
society, for which it should be inferred that my singular use of “society” is still referring 
to a diverse demographic2 with widely differing opinions, values, beliefs, backgrounds, 
and positionalities across race, gender, sexuality, class, ability, age, etc. It is very 
important to me, and for this research, that this diversity is acknowledged. 
 
 
                                                            
2 Frances Henry and Carol Tator (2006) suggest that the diversity of the Indigenous population was much 
greater than Europe (106); however, my intention is not to compare or make claims about which is/was 
more diverse, but rather to emphasize the heterogeneity of both. 
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1.3 Research Questions and Objectives 
Emerging from a concern for Indigenous health inequities in Canada, and the role 
discursive constructions play in contributing to these disparities, my research questions 
are as follows: 
1. Is there evidence of a pathologizing discourse in mainstream media? 
a. How might discursive constructions shape and perpetuate 
homogeneous, racist, and stereotypical portrayals of Indigenous 
peoples and/or communities? 
b. How might negative and imaginary representations relate to systemic 
health inequities? 
These questions will serve to guide my data collection, and my analysis. The objectives 
of these questions aim to uncover: 
• How “knowledges” about Indigenous peoples in Canada are constructed and 
dispersed through discourse 
• How knowledges are constructed and are a product of unequal power relations 
• How knowledge structures function to pejoratively categorize Indigenous 
peoples  
• To introduce discourse as a way of deepening and framing discussions about 
social determinants of Indigenous health. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
The purpose of this literature review is twofold: to provide an overview of 
existing literature related to my area of research, and secondly, to critically evaluate such 
literature in order to determine how my own research fits within and adds to an existing 
body of knowledge. Because my research is interdisciplinary, I have created three broad 
domains of literature with which to review and engage: 1) Indigenous Peoples and Social 
Determinants of Health, 2) Discourse and Systems of Power, and 3) Re-presentations of 
Indigenous Peoples in Media.  
Part 1: Indigenous Peoples and Social Determinants of Health 
2.1 Social Determinants of Health 
In the past few decades, the social determinants of health (SDoH) have gained 
traction within the health research community as a more holistic way of understanding 
“the economic and social conditions that shape the health of individuals, communities, 
and jurisdictions as a whole” (Raphael 2009, 2). Understanding health disparities from a 
social determinants perspective links poor health to the “circumstances in which people 
are born, grow up, live, work and age, and the systems put in place to deal with illness” 
(WHO 2010, 2). A tentative list of the social determinants has been provided by 
researchers and health policy writers: Aboriginal status, early life, education, 
employment and working conditions, food security, gender, health care services, housing, 
income distribution, social exclusion, social safety net, and unemployment and 
employment security (Raphael 2009, 7). People and communities who are negatively 
impacted by these social drivers experience the burdens of health problems in society, 
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according to a recent report from the National Collaborating Centre for Aboriginal Health 
(NCCAH) (Reading and Wien 2013). 
In a synthesis of health disparities literature, Adelson (2005) found that “health 
disparities are directly and indirectly associated with social, economic, cultural and 
political inequities,” inequities that ultimately result in a “disproportionate burden of ill 
health and social suffering upon the Aboriginal populations of Canada” (S45). Adelson 
stresses that in any analysis of health disparity, it is equally as important to connect the 
individual to the larger social and historical contexts as it is to focus on the individual 
effects of inequity. Accordingly, she calls for future research and policy to address 
individual and community’s realities of disparities, but also the direct and indirect 
sources of those disparities: social inequities. Much literature on the social determinants 
of health (SDoH) is striving to fulfill this need. “Scholars across all sectors of Aboriginal 
health studies,” Adelson says, agree that “problems are entrenched in the history of 
relations between Aboriginal peoples and the nation-state” (S45). Thus, Indigenous 
health disparities are fundamentally connected to economic, political, and social 
disparities. Factors— such as a “history of colonialist and paternalistic wardship,” current 
“inherently racist attitudes towards [Indigenous] peoples,” and a “continued lack of 
vision in terms of the effects of these tortured relations” (S46)—all underlie the ill-health 
experienced by Indigenous peoples. Therefore, research and policy, Adelson states, must 
examine contributing direct and indirect sources of these disparities, specifically, 
colonization and racism.  
In a paper that summarizes the key findings and recommendations in the 2008 
final report of The Commission on Social Determinants of Health, health (in)equity is 
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identified as a social justice issue and an ethical imperative (Marmot et al. 2008). The 
Commission proposes that “closing the gap” of health inequities “in a generation” is 
possible through immediate “action on the social determinants of health” (Marmot et al. 
2008). The Commission proposes that immediate action constitutes three principles of 
action: 1) Improving the conditions of daily life (i.e. the circumstances in which people 
are born, grow, live, work, and age, 2) tackling inequitable distribution of power, money, 
and resources (structural drivers of daily conditions), and 3) measuring the problem, 
evaluating action, expanding knowledge base, developing a workforce trained in SDoH, 
and raising public awareness about these determinants. There is a consensus among 
health equity researchers that assessing distal determinants is essential for both 
understanding and redressing health inequities (Reading 2015; Reading and Wien 2013). 
However, the focus and recommendations put forth by the Commission are very broad: 
the NCCAH 2013 report on Health Inequalities and the Social Determinants of 
Aboriginal Peoples speaks to the necessity of distinguishing between countries, peoples, 
and groups in order to effectively address health disparities (Reading and Wien 2013). 
Blanket recommendations, such as those put forth by the Commission (Marmot et al. 
2008), certainly highlight the enormity of the problem, but they do not go far in 
addressing health inequities for population groups that experience burdensome health 
disparities, including Indigenous peoples. Neither do the Commission’s recommendations 
narrow in on relevant structural determinants, such as colonialism (as Reading and Wien 
(2013) do)—the history and present-day reality of which affects Indigenous peoples 
much differently than the rest of Canadian society. 
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The NCCAH report (2013) categorizes one’s physical environment, employment 
and income, education, and food (in)security (to name a few) as proximal determinants 
because they are the most directly observable conditions that significantly impact the 
health of an individual or community (Reading and Wien). Accordingly, proximal 
determinants are the most easily measurable. Their high visibility (and quantifiable 
nature) might account for why much SDoH research has erroneously focused its sole 
attention on the proximal determinants of health. According to Reading (2015), an 
emphasis on these determinants alone is “irrational and counter-productive” (12).  Using 
the metaphor of a tree, Reading (2015) explains how proximal determinants are 
represented by the branches and leaves of a tree (4). They are most visible. When a tree is 
ill, often the leaves and branches are the first to show damage, but any good gardener will 
tell you that the problem often lies in its roots. These roots account for the “structural 
determinants from which all other determinants evolve” (5). In the opening to her chapter 
on the Structural Determinants of Health, Reading defines “structure” as “the 
arrangement of and relations between the parts or elements of something complex” (3). 
Understanding how these individual parts function together is essential to perceiving the 
“big picture” of a complex problem. Such a widening of focus more clearly ties the 
proximal and intermediate determinants of health to the distal determinants in which they 
are enfolded. Understanding the media landscape of news reportage on Indigenous 
peoples and communities is a small but significant part of addressing these roots. 
The Commission on the SDoH report (Marmot et al. 2008) identifies that 
“inequity is … systematic, produced by social norms, policies and practices that tolerate 
or actually promote unfair distribution of and access to power, wealth and other necessary 
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social resources" (1). Czyzewski (2011) acknowledges how this statement affirms “larger 
causes of causes, or distal determinants, of unhealthy life conditions” (1). While the 
Commission on the SDoH provides great breadth on how some individuals and groups 
are more likely to experience ill-health as a result of socially-constructed environmental 
conditions, Czyzewski (2011) and Reading and Wien (2013) stress its limitations in 
articulating and defining the mechanisms and contexts through which social determinants 
impact health. Defining these mechanisms exposes the guiding ideologies that produce 
unfair distribution of power, wealth, and resources. It is, therefore, imperative that the 
structures and processes affecting ill-health, “the causes of causes”, be better articulated. 
Defining the distal determinants of health becomes even more vital when acknowledging 
that Indigenous determinants of health, according to the International Symposium on the 
Social Determinants of Indigenous Health (2007), differ from the mainstream population 
(Czyzewski). Czyzewski (2011) further emphasizes how the very act of speaking about 
an Indigenous SDoH framework underscores the limitations of applying a conventional 
framework to Indigenous peoples (1).  
2.2 Indigenous Social Determinants of Health 
As expressed through Reading’s (2015) metaphor of the tree, distal determinants 
are identified as having the “most profound influence on health because they represent 
the political, economic, and social contexts that construct intermediate and proximal 
determinants” (Reading and Wein 2013, 22) and constitute the environment “within 
which health issues arise” (de Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron 2010, 293). That is, 
distal determinants account for the historical, political, economic, and social foundations 
that profoundly shape the reality of health disparities Indigenous peoples live with every 
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day (Reading). For Indigenous peoples, colonialism, racism, social exclusion, and 
repression of self-determination are considered the most significant distal determinants 
(Reading and Wien 2013, 22). International research and dialogue have identified that a 
history of colonization, and continual ideological subjugation is a “common element that 
exists for all Indigenous peoples and affects every issue confronting them as a collective” 
(Intl. Symp. 2007, 24). Kelm (1998) defines colonization as a process that ultimately 
involves "the creation of ideological formulations around race and skin colour that 
position the colonizer at a higher evolutionary level than the colonized" (xviii; qtd. in 
Reading and Wien 2013, 22). As both a practice and guiding ideology—based on racist 
beliefs of white supremacy—colonialism produces the social, political, and economic 
inequalities within which intermediate and proximal determinants are subsumed. Linking 
colonialism to social health moves beyond the WHO’s (2003) focus on individual or 
community social exclusion to acknowledge the systemic marginalization of cultural 
groups (Czyzewski 2011, 11). As the Commission on the SDoH makes clear, utilizing a 
SDoH approach necessitates understanding a person’s health through their social context, 
not as an individual divorced from the systems and structures within which they live 
(Marmot et al. 2008; de Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron 2010, 285). The colonial 
structure within which Indigenous peoples live is at the root of why such severe health 
deficits persist and how ill-health is produced within particular social environments. 
2.3 Colonial Discourse 
In recent years, researchers have called on SDoH literature to embrace not only 
colonialism as a distal determinant of health, but to include colonial discourse: building 
on postcolonial theories developed by Said (1978) and Spivak (1999) especially, de 
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Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron (2010) argue that “in order for the social determinants 
literature to effectively address the health of racialized and colonized groups, it must 
incorporate an understanding of colonial discourse as an imaginative and material 
practice within which particular ideas, people, institutions, and actions intersect and 
(re)produce inequalities” (286). Drawing on Gregory (2000, 180), the authors define 
discourse as “a specific series of representations, practices, and performances through 
which meanings are produced, connected into networks, and legitimized” (286). A study 
of discourse is concerned with “how power is operationalized through language” (Cook 
2008, 217). It is helpful to understand discourse as a language embedded in our everyday 
social interactions that produce, regulate and delimit what “can be said, thought, or done 
in a given social context” (de Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron 2010, 286). De Leeuw, 
Cameron, and Greenwood argue that adopting a discursive approach within an 
Indigenized social determinants framework provides an invaluable means of accounting 
for the history and present-reality of a colonial power structure that continues to shape 
Indigenous peoples’ health (286).  
De Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron (2010) trace a particular pathologizing 
discourse from historic government documents in Canada, such as the 1876 Indian Act 
and the 1845 Bagot report, to argue that the way in which Indigenous peoples have been 
pathologically framed represents both non-Indigenous/British Imperial thought of the 
time and constitutes the grounds on which “subsequent constructions of Indigenous 
peoples have been built” (287). In The Bagot Report, the authors find that Indigeneity is 
discursively framed in terms of “deviance” and “deficiency”—terms which contribute to 
the broader construction of Indigenous peoples as abnormal and unhealthy (287). The 
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1876 Indian Act employs similar discourses with a fixation on intoxicants and addiction 
(de Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron 2010, 287). In the same document, such supposed 
pathologizing behaviour is conflated with the moral character of Indigenous peoples 
(288). Not only does this this type of discursive framing paint all Indigenous cultures as 
inherently “sick,” it also effectively creates a dichotomy between the “civilized” who 
conform to assimilationist tactics and those who do not: deviants. Not surprisingly, 
perhaps, these discourses of deviance “[produce] and [reinforce] the very problems and 
pathologies they [target]" (288). In other words, discourses of deviance directly shape the 
health of Indigenous peoples (286). 
2.4 Benevolent Forces 
The discursive construction of Indigenous peoples, communities and cultures as 
inherently diseased (implying a need to be “fixed”) simultaneously positions “non-
Indigenous peoples as legitimate and necessary agents of care, protection and 
improvement” (de leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron 2010, 283). Consequently, 
assimilationist colonial tactics are logically tagged as “for their own good” (286). Tania 
Murray Li (2007) argues that this type of double-speak (i.e. saying one thing and 
meaning another) is a colonial strategy that functions to distance colonizers from the 
more blatantly violent colonial “ideas, actions, and policies” (de leeuw, Greenwood, and 
Cameron 2010, 290). Constructing non-Indigenous governments as benevolent is an 
insidiously coercive means to legitimate colonial ideas and practices while masking their 
violent nature and true intent. As a result, when the government intervenes in Indigenous 
peoples’ lives, they are merely “helping.” Similarly, in more contemporary government 
documents, de Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron (2010) note the deceptively 
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“benevolent” language that constructs The Child, Youth, and Family Enhancement Act of 
Alberta (note the use of ‘double-speak’ in the Act’s title) (291). For example, the authors 
cite how this Act linguistically and patronizingly frames interventions into Indigenous 
families as “in the best interests of the child” (291). The authors further emphasize the 
Act’s explicit concern with drug and alcohol use by parents (291). This type of “child 
protection” act is not unique to Alberta: the provinces of Ontario and BC share 
comparable legislations which, the authors’ state, are “strikingly similar” in terms of 
“public monitoring, couched in protective and caring language, and governed sternly by 
the provincial government” (291). It is vitally important to critically appraise the colonial 
language embedded in historic and contemporary legislative documents, the authors 
contend, in order to grasp how “unhealthy Indigenous bodies” are socially and 
historically determined (283). These discursive constructions have a significant impact on 
the present-day reality of Indigenous peoples’ health and well-being. 
Reading (2015) makes a similar argument about the role “Western medicine”3 has 
played in the colonization of Indigenous peoples (7). Consistent with discourses of 
deviance cited in historic and contemporary legislation, “medical discourse” 
characterized Indigenous peoples as “inherently pathological” (7). Reading notes how 
initial prevention strategies sought to protect Euro-Canadians by containing disease. The 
prevailing belief of the time was that health could only be achieved through assimilation 
(again, implying that Indigenous culture is inherently sick). This sort of framing provided 
                                                            
3 “Western medicine” is the author’s choice of word. But for clarity, Tsuei’s (1978) article published in the 
Western Journal of Medicine titled “Eastern and Western Approaches to Medicine” stipulates that Western 
medicine relies on hypothetical deduction and clearly divides the health from the disease. The National 
Cancer Institute further defines Western medicine as “A system in which medical doctors and other 
healthcare professionals (such as nurses, pharmacists, and therapists) treat symptoms and diseases using 
drugs, radiation, or surgery. [It is] also called allopathic medicine, biomedicine, conventional medicine, 
mainstream medicine, and orthodox medicine.” 
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the rationale for “Western medicine’s” (and Western religion’s—specifically, 
missionaries including Anglican, Catholic, United, Methodist, and Presbyterians 
churches) involvement and “intrusion into [Indigenous] bodies” (7). Christianization in 
particular, state Henry and Tator (2006), played an important role in justifying colonial 
intervention into the lives of Indigenous peoples as Europeans felt it was their “religious 
duty” to convert them and, thus, elevate them from their “inferior” natural state (124). An 
integral component of the colonizing mission, European “benevolence” toward 
Indigneous peoples has a long history in Canada. The narrative of Indigenous society and 
bodies as unhealthy is, arguably, a dominant discourse in Canadian society and assessing 
the degree to which it is present in print media will be a central part of my analysis. 
Part II: Discourse and Systems of Power 
2.5 Dominant Discourses 
Many researchers have explored how dominant discourses—such as the colonial 
discourse encircling Indigenous peoples—function to maintain, legitimate and naturalize 
racist commentary and constructions. Sakki and Petterssen (2015) conducted a study on 
discursive constructions of otherness in populist radical right political blogs in Sweden 
and Finland. The author’s primary research interest is how dichotomies—specifically, 
social constructs such as “us” and “them”—are reflected, reproduced, and transmitted 
through discourse. In keeping with previous research on radical right discourse in 
“Western countries” (the Netherlands, the UK, Austria, France, and Australia) (156), the 
authors found that the radical right uses discursive and rhetorical strategies to avoid being 
labelled as racist when justifying political agendas that are hostile towards immigrants 
and minorities (157). The radical right discourse is characterized by the construction of 
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common enemies: “outsiders” such as ethnic and religious minorities (i.e. Muslim 
peoples) and “insiders” –those who favour multicultural agendas and, therefore, “betray” 
their nation. The strategies that are used to construct common enemies rely on categorical 
distinctions and generalizations that effectively portray “outsiders” in terms of difference, 
deviance, and threat. The numerous rhetorical and discursive strategies work together to 
paint the Other as representing “sick” cultural values and ideologies that are far distant 
from the misunderstood martyrs of the radical right who simply have the best interests for 
their country in mind. 
Although this study is not Canada-specific, these strategies should sound familiar 
as they echo the same dichotomous discourses of deviance and benevolence de Leeuw, 
Greenwood, and Cameron (2010) find throughout historical and contemporary legislative 
documents targeting Indigenous peoples in Canada. The arguable pervasiveness of these 
types of discourses suggests a couple things: first, these might be globally dominant 
discourses, by which I mean they are discourses of domination in use around the world 
that reflect racist beliefs. Second, Sakki and Petterssen (2015) state that their study 
focuses on the discourse of the populist radical right; therefore, these authors are 
analyzing discourses that reflect a particular political ideology. It is clear, then, that 
“[d]iscourses are firmly connected to ideological struggles and to the exercise of power” 
(de Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron 2010, 286). In other words, analysis of discursive 
constructions cannot be separate from their ideological-drive or the implicit intention to 
exert authoritative power over peoples’ bodies and minds.  
In an article utilizing Althusser’s (1970) conceptualization of the Ideological State 
Apparatus (ISA) as a starting point, Alejandro Raiter (1999) discusses the connection 
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between dominant discourses and ideology. He argues that dominant discourses consist 
of a system of references that convey signs which have acquired value-meaning. Which 
discourses are valued is determined by virtue of their placement on the axis. In plainer 
language, some discourses are deemed as more socially-acceptable, credible and thus 
more “valued” than others—these are the dominant discourses. Raiter argues that the 
strength of dominant discourses is not due to an authoritarian nature, but their 
verisimilitude. It is the process through which dominant discourses are deemed credible 
that gives them their authority.  
2.6 Systems of Privilege and Discrimination 
Case et al. (2012) provide an overview of academic literature about privilege—
much of which has to do with how multiple individual and group identities become 
socially positioned within systems of privilege and oppression via the discursive 
construction of “normativity” and “otherness.” These discourses serve to legitimate and 
justify the social status quo (which privileges dominant groups), while also functioning to 
marginalize non-conforming or “other” identities. The authors further argue that forms of 
discrimination and privilege are distinct but mutually co-dependent structural forces. As a 
result, systemic social inequities cannot be fully understood without making systemic 
group privileges more salient (rather than focusing solely on oppression). It is important 
when speaking about non-Indigenous constructions of Indigenous peoples to keep in 
mind how discourses function to legitimate privilege, foster a sense of entitlement, and 
mask systemic oppression. Case et al.’s point—that understanding systems of oppression 
necessitates looking at systems of privilege—somewhat echoes Reading’s (2015) 
argument that focusing solely on proximal determinants to the exclusion of structural is 
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erroneous: if researchers just look at the effects of discrimination, they are not fully 
grasping the contexts in which discrimination occurs. Part of understanding oppressive 
social structures and their relation to Indigenous peoples’ health disparities in 
contemporary society requires an examination of how nearly invisible structures of 
privilege are sustained. For Sanders and Mahalingam (2012), discourse plays a major role 
in sustaining systems of privilege. 
Using their class at the University of Michigan, Sanders and Mahalingam (2012) 
conducted a study about how class-based privileges are supported and reproduced 
through control of discourses around identity and inequality. The authors found that 
control of discourse around a social identity functions as a way to normalize privilege and 
reduce conflict around structural inequalities: discourse was a way to naturalize, justify, 
and sustain inequalities. Of specific importance was the lack of discourse—in the form of 
taboos—which functioned to restrict critical discussion of privileges, rendering them 
invisible, and ultimately upheld privileges rooted in social class. The author’s findings on 
how dominant discourse determines not only what is acceptable to speak about—but also 
how it can be spoken of and who can speak—is one of my main models about how 
Indigenous peoples are discursively constructed and how these constructions attempt to 
suppress alternative constructions.  
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Part III: Media and Its Re-presentations of Indigenous Peoples 
2.7 Media as Disseminator of the News 
“Popular culture and the mass media have a symbiotic relationship: each depends on the 
other in an intimate collaboration.”  
– Kathleen Turner (1984), 4 
 
Herman and Chomsky’s (1988) Manufacturing Consent argues that the biased 
nature of mass media in the United States is controlled by a select few (the “elite”) with 
vested political and economic interests. The objective of their work is to reveal how 
media is not neutral, but propagandistic. In knowing this, readers can learn to see through 
(and critically interrogate) what makes the news, how the news is framed, and what might 
be missing from the “facts” that are presented. The authors emphasize the oxymoronic 
nature of how reporters are often considered to be objective but admit to working within 
a framework of beliefs that include “ethnocentrism” and “responsible capitalism”—
dominant societal values that remain remarkably unquestioned by many. Because of the 
apparent naturalness of such values, the author’s argue, the media is able to espouse 
unbiased professionalism (and may actually believe it themselves). As Herman and 
Chomsky explain, specific filters are in place that ultimately suppress, distort, bury, and 
frame “facts” in very biased ways which are not readily apparent to those who take-in the 
news. An important contribution to media studies, the author’s criticisms of media’s 
claims to truth, facts, and objectivity is essential to any analysis of power and 
representation of Indigenous peoples. However, my analysis will not assume that the 
reader is an unthinking receptacle (as Herman and Chomsky seem to do). Rather, I argue 
that the media’s claim toward unbiased and neutral reporting is dangerous because some 
people might perceive mis-representations of Indigenous peoples as factual. While 
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Herman and Chomksy’s argument may be that mainstream media “manufactures 
consent” among the mainstream population to be ruled and controlled by the elite, I want 
to acknowledge that this is simplistic and ignores the agency of individuals. As I will 
discuss in my methods chapter, considering how the audience is intended to receive a text 
is part of the process of investigating the social circumstances in which a discourse is 
produced. 
2.8 Re-presentations of Indigenous Peoples in Media 
Several scholars have studied how Indigenous peoples have been historically and 
contemporarily represented in mainstream media (i.e. film, TV, radio, news agencies etc.) 
and popular culture (see Berkhofer Jr. 1979; Francis 1993; Bird 1996; Scheckel 1998; 
Bataille 2001; Harding 2005, 2006; Weston 1996; Anderson and Robertson 2011). 
Berkhofer Jr. (1979) and Francis (1993) comprehensively detail the construct of the 
“Indian” in American and Canadian culture, respectively. Synthesizing a vast array of 
sources—images, ideas, values, and government policies—Berkhofer Jr. was among the 
first to give detailed attention to the image of the Indian in popular culture. His study 
reveals themes that reflect what he calls, “the white man's Indian.” He argues that these 
themes have varied little since the time of first-contact (and, according to Weston (1996) 
have been sustained nearly twenty years later). Reflecting Said’s concept of Orientalism 
(1978), Berkhofer Jr. convincingly argues that the term "Indian" was invented and used 
by Europeans to characterize all native inhabitants of the Americas—the term itself did 
not exist before settler-contact and the original inhabitants of the Western hemisphere did 
not categorize themselves as a collectivity. Similarly, Francis (1993) argues that his 
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research is not a study of the real-life Indian in “Canadian culture4;” rather, it is a study 
documenting the stories that have been constructed within “Canadian culture” and 
projected onto Indigenous peoples. He states that these portrayals reflect the fears and 
anxieties embedded in “Canadian culture,” and its imagination. More broadly, both works 
are commenting on the construction of the Other as a site of difference and inferiority. 
Some of the themes Berkhofer Jr. (1979) refers to have been evidenced by other 
scholars in the intervening years: Francis (1993) and Weston (1996) cite images that 
relegate Indigenous peoples to “good” or “bad” categories (reflecting a dichotomous, 
Eurocentric worldview and a Judeo-Christian conception of morality). Examples of this 
theme are exhibited in the common princess/squaw, noble warrior/savage binaries. Both 
authors also note three stereotypical tropes that have framed Indigenous peoples in the 
media—depravity, innate inferiority, and as necessary victims of progress. Speaking 
about Native Americans specifically in the U.S., Kopacz and Lawton (2011) note a 
particularly common stereotype in the news: the degenerate—s/he is “lazy and beyond 
redemption, alcoholic, untidy, uneducated, welfare-reliant and unable to keep a steady 
job or survive outside of reservations” (333; Greenberg et al. 2002). Other stereotypes in 
mainstream media exoticize Native Americans or dismiss them altogether as a failed 
social group (334).Weston (1996)—whose primary concern is how newspaper and 
magazine articles have fostered perceptions of Native Americans which have in turn 
shaped the views of the general public—finds that some of these historic tropes persist 
into the present-day. This finding is corroborated by Lischke and McNab (2005) and 
Robert Harding (2006) who also find news discourse about Indigenous peoples were 
framed in the 1990s in much the same way as they were in colonial times, with 
                                                            
4 “Canadian culture” is the author’s word choice. 
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Indigenous peoples signifying a threat to dominant interests. Francis (1993) was hopeful 
that increased education on the colonial history of Canada and Indigenous peoples would 
render the “imaginary Indian” increasingly difficult to recognize (250). However, 18 
years later, Anderson and Robertson (2011) find that these images continue to proliferate 
in the news.  
Within these stereotypes it is clear that Indigenous peoples have been either 
romanticized (i.e. princess or warrior) or denigrated in media. Portrayals of the former are 
accompanied by the implication that “princesses and warriors” occupy no space in the 
present—that is, these portrayals construct Indigenous peoples in a “dead” historical 
context (Berkhofer Jr. 1978; Kopacz and Lawton 2011), an exoticized objectification of 
Indigenous bodies and culture. Depictions of the latter conform to the same pathologizing 
discourse cited in de Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron’s (2010) analysis of government 
documents. Overall, images of Indigenous peoples in mainstream media are limited, 
narrow, and predominantly negative (Leavitt et al. 2015). As Harding (2006) puts it, 
“[t]he versatility and adaptability demonstrated by aboriginal peoples since first contact, 
along with the evolutionary nature of their cultures, were largely ignored by the press 
unless these qualities were associated with ‘successful’ assimilation into European 
culture” (228). Representing approximately 1.5% of the US population and comprising 
only .3% of TV roles (two-thirds of which are background/supporting roles) (Kopacz and 
Lawton 2011, 332), Indigenous peoples are always underrepresented. This lack of 
representation gives negative, stereotypical misrepresentations all the more weight.  
The damage these wrongful constructions can do is especially important to 
consider when Leavitt et al. (2015) describe the substantial role mass media plays in the 
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way socials groups understand themselves and are understood by others. The authors 
detail the pervasiveness of media content, stating that many of the impressions people 
form about other people are a result of indirect messages from media, rather than direct 
experiences. A Canadian Public Opinion Poll on Aboriginal Peoples (2016) found that 
36% of non-Indigenous Canadians said they learn about Indigenous peoples from 
media/TV/newspapers and only a quarter of people do so from contact (and this is only 
what people are aware of, not the indirect messages to which Leavitt et al. refer) 
(Environics Institute, 15). Kopacz and Lawton (2011) warn that stereotypical 
constructions may result in real-world discrimination when people commonly use media 
depictions as principle sources of information about other ethnicities. Learning about 
other cultures through direct contact as opposed to media depictions might explain why 
Weston (2006) finds local newspapers—which are closer to Indigenous communities and 
thus provide crucial direct experiences—expressed more sympathy, sensibility, and 
objectivity than national newspapers located further away. de Leeuw (2004), however, 
found the opposite in an analysis of over 50 letters to the editor printed in The Terrace 
Standard between 1997-1999 in regards to the Nisga’a Land Claims Treaty.  
2.9 “Common Sense” Constructions 
In a content analysis of ninety-nine news items concerning Indigenous issues in 
2002, Harding (2005) finds that stereotyping is one way the media has constructed 
“common sense” about Indigenous peoples. “Common sense” constructions are a 
deliberate framing which the audience uses to interpret the news. Quoting Gramsci's 
(1980) notion of the "production of consent," Harding (2005) establishes how common 
sense produced in media is not value-neutral. "Common sense" constructions are part of a 
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larger process that presents a hegemonic understanding of the world to its audiences. In 
terms of Indigenous stereotypes, common sense constructions are part of a process of 
suggesting Indigenous peoples are unable to control their own lives, which in turn 
perpetuate the benevolent discourse that has thrived since the time of settler-contact.  
Providing a brief overview of recent scholarly work on media and Indigenous 
representation, Harding (2005) quotes Lambertus’ (2004) argument that "what is not said 
in a news report may have as great an influence on the production of meaning as what is 
said": withholding context limits the possibilities of interpretation. Linking this argument 
to Chomsky's (1989) statement about the bounds of unthinkable thought, Harding (2005) 
suggests that, historically, colonial newspapers performed the function of setting "bounds 
of discourse," which effectively frames and distorts "facts" in such a way that common 
sense meanings are constructed as much from a lack of facts as from the limited 
information that is provided. Such control succeeds in what Winter (1992) refers to as 
"public opinion management" for non-Indigenous people who might be unaware of the 
history, or are ambivalent and unsympathetic to Indigenous issues (249). In contemporary 
media, however, Harding (2005)—like Weston (1996)—finds that greater sensitivity to 
Indigenous issues is shown, but qualifies this point by noting editorials, and especially 
opinion pieces, still display rampant blatant racism. 
Also similar to both Weston (1996) and Anderson and Robertson (2011), Harding 
(2005) emphasizes the relationship between Canadian media and its loyalty to the state. 
He suggests that public opinion may play a significant role in shaping public policy 
towards Aboriginal people and that public opinion is so important for policy-making that 
the government commissions an expensive polling to determine non-Indigenous opinions 
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about Indigenous issues. If the media is shaping public opinion, and the government is 
making policy decisions about Indigenous peoples based on this opinion, this supposition 
should be taken seriously. Common sense constructions in media, thus, might play a 
significant role in maintaining unequal power relations.  What is arguably most 
dangerous about common sense stereotypes are that they are not deliberately evoked—a 
point which Harding emphasizes. Stereotyping is a function of basic cognition:  
categorizing and weaving events into a narrative are how people assign structure and 
meaning to events. Therefore, assessing stereotypes is just part of the process of actually 
addressing them. This observation reveals the importance of incorporating positive news 
stories about Indigenous peoples and communities into the news, so that these stories can 
at least provide alternative portrayals.  
One of the more recent comprehensive studies of Canadian newspaper reportage 
of Indigenous peoples was conducted by Anderson and Robertson (2011) in Seeing Red: 
A History of Natives in Canadian Newspapers. Covering the years 1869-2009, the 
authors found very little change in stereotypical imagery of Indigenous peoples in 
Canadian mainstream media over the approximately 140 years they surveyed. Several 
studies of the American Press found that news reportage of Indigenous peoples became 
"less blatantly racist" throughout the twentieth century; however, Anderson and 
Robertson (2011) found there to be "scant evidence" to support this conclusion in 
Canada. The authors additionally caution that it is "important not to confuse a minor 
change in tone with significant qualitative diminution" (267). The authors are referring to 
a change in language: news articles used to outright refer to Indigenous peoples as 
"savages" etc. Now, this alleged “savagery” is implied by associations that are no less 
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racist. For instance, the mere mention of Indigenous peoples in association with alcohol 
dredges up the "drunk Indian" stereotype. They refer to this association as "common 
sense" because this stereotype has been repeated so often throughout the years that the 
stereotype has become “naturalized” and taken-for-granted as “true.” In other words, 
these stereotypes are so ingrained in what the authors refer to as the “Canadian 
imaginary” that it is no longer necessary or considered acceptable to be as forthright as to 
outright refer to an individual as “savage” or “drunk.” To be able to read between the 
lines when an Indigenous person is associated with alcohol in a news article and translate 
this to mean “Indigenous peoples are drunks and savages” demonstrates a colonial 
literacy that is the ability to “speak Canadian,” according to Anderson and Robertson 
(2011, 268). 
Conclusion 
Media discourse and re-presentations of Indigenous peoples profoundly affects 
how Indigenous peoples are perceived by non-Indigenous society. It is also at least partly 
true that media is responsible for creating a narrative environment that, this research will 
argue, perpetuates the ill-health of Indigenous peoples in Canada. For these reasons, I am 
situating this research within a social determinants of health framework. While the SDoH 
model acknowledges environmental factors and places emphasis on colonialism, racism 
and social exclusion, it does not always incorporate discursive narratives as systemic, 
structural formations which affect Indigenous peoples’ health and well-being. Utilizing 
existing research on social determinants of health—which emphasizes the lived, material 
health outcomes of inequities—I seek to extend the social determinants discussion to 
include an examination of who produces the socio-structural conditions that are 
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determining these lived health realities with the objective of exploring discourse as an 
active player in the construction of Indigenous “subjects.”5 Situating discourse as a social 
determinant of health is intended to make more explicit the very real consequences of 
negative, stereotypical representations on health and, ultimately, to unsettle narratives 
about Indigenous peoples in Canadian mainstream media. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
5 I deliberately use the term “subject” to emphasize the discursive construction of an imaginary Indigenous 
caricature, who does not exist in reality, but in the colonial mind. Every instance of using this term 
throughout this paper is always referring to a construction that is projected onto real people, in much the 
same way that Francis (1993) argues for the “imaginary Indian.” I am not suggesting that Indigenous 
peoples become these constructions. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGICAL UNDERPINNINGS AND THEORETICAL 
PERSPECTIVES 
 
“Theory is…an act of radical imagination that cuts through and across things that may 
not at first seem obvious to us.”  
- Joel Faflak 
According to Sandra Harding (1987), “a methodology is a theory and analysis of 
how research does or should proceed” (3). The intention of this chapter is to illustrate 
how my methodological and theoretical choices frame my research questions, determine 
the method (techniques for gathering evidence) that will be employed, and shape my 
analyses (Smith 1999, 143; Harding 1987, 2). In what follows, I will engage with various 
intersecting theories about discourse and power. I will also clarify how they are relevant 
to my research and inform my research design. This chapter is broken into two parts: Part 
I will introduce, and then outline, the main terms necessary for understanding 
Foucauldian discourse analysis. Part II will expand on these terms and more explicitly 
situate this research alongside other theorists of power and discourse. Part II will also 
consider how this theory of Foucauldian discourse analysis is applicable to an analysis of 
media and works within a settler-colonial context.  
PART I: Power/Knowledge, Discourse 
3.1 Foucauldian Discourse Theory 
My methodological framework consists of Foucauldian discourse analysis theory. 
In order to understand how I am employing Foucauldian discourse analysis as a method, 
it is essential that I outline some of the basic tenets of Foucault’s conception of discourse. 
To do this, I must also consider Foucault’s notions of power and knowledge for, 
according to Foucault, “it is in discourse that power and knowledge are joined together” 
(1978, 100). Thus, researchers cannot understand discourse or effectively use discourse 
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analysis without grasping these other essential terms. Moreover, Jørgensen and Phillips 
(2002) caution that discourse analysis “is not to be used as a method of analysis detached 
from its theoretical and methodological foundations (3)”. All researchers of this method 
require a “thorough grounding in these foundations before attempting to perform a 
discourse analysis” (Powers 2007, 32). Because “theory and method are intertwined” in 
this approach, it is necessary to accept the basic philosophical premises, which I will 
attempt to outline below (Jørgensen and Phillips 2002, 4). 
There are several ways to approach a discourse analysis and, as I have stated, I 
have chosen Foucauldian discourse analysis (FDA). The other most prominent approach 
to discourse analysis is critical discourse analysis (CDA), which some perceive has 
“superior rigour” based on its more “precise methodological principles” (Graham 2005, 
3). Both CDA and FDA are concerned with power, knowledge, discourse and society; 
however, while CDA is certainly influenced by Foucault, it does not explicitly use 
Foucault’s ideas (and is therefore not FDA). One could argue that my research does fall 
within the domain of CDA, but I am more specifically conducting a discourse analysis 
that is Foucauldian-inspired as opposed to using, for instance, the work of Fairclough 
(textually-oriented discourse analysis) or Wodak (discourse-historical approach). This 
does not mean, however, that theorists who work with CDA will be ignored, especially 
when their works inform a discursive analysis of the media. Throughout this chapter, I 
will do my best to outline what using a FDA approach entails. To begin, I will delineate 
three fundamental terms for conducting a discourse analysis—power, knowledge, and 
discourse—starting with power. 
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3.1.1 Power 
Foucault’s main exposition of power comes from The History of Sexuality, 
Volume One, Introduction (1978), which Powers (2007) has helpfully broken down into 
five key points:  
1. power is “a network of interacting forces” that are “relational”;  “[s]ocial life is 
viewed as a web of shifting power relations influenced by micropolitics instead of 
brute physical force”;  
2.  “power is described as a relational process that is embodied in context-specific 
situations and is partially identifiable through its ideological effects on the lives of 
people”; 
3. “power is the support that…tensions find in one another, forming a web or system 
of interacting influences”; 
4. power is identifiable through localized, context-specific situations that reveal the 
tensions of inherently contradictory relations between power and resistance; 
5. “power is known from the strategies and practices in and through which the force 
relations take effect.” 
(28; emphasis added) 
 
Taken together, these points reveal that power is not something that is “acquired, seized 
or shared”; rather, “[i]t is embodied … performed” (Powers, 30) or “exercised from many 
different points” (Daldal 2014, 164). Relatedly, unlike most previous configurations 
which locate power in a central agency, Foucault emphasizes that “[t]here is no central 
point from which all power emanates” (Powers 2007, 29). In other words, power is 
diffuse throughout society. It is everywhere, always, operating from its many different 
points in a web. This notion of power is important because it reframes power in terms of 
a “relation rather than a simple imposition” (Mills 1997, 39). “This relation involves 
more possible role positions” than the simple binary of the rulers and the ruled (or 
colonizer-colonized) that is “presupposed in the State power model” (Mills, 39). This 
notion, moreover, challenges the assumption that every relation merely involves a 
powerful participant and a powerless one (Mills, 39). That is, conceiving of power as 
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relational allows for a more nuanced, and one would accordingly assume, a more 
meaningful and effective analysis of power struggles. Foucault also moves away from the 
traditional idea of power as inherently negative as he stresses the productive nature of 
power: “it produces possible forms of behaviour as well as restricting behaviour” (Mills, 
20). Thus, he rejects what he terms the “repressive hypothesis,” which is the idea that 
“power is simply about preventing someone from carrying out their wishes and limiting 
people’s freedom” (Mills, 19).  
 “[S]tates of power and resistance are constantly being created, dissolved, 
reversed and reshuffled” within this network, web, or grid of continually interacting 
forces (Powers, 29). In this sense, power is nearly described as fluid, a continual push and 
pull at each point on the grid, or each particular manifestation (Powers, 29). Foucault 
himself defines power as “the name that one attributes to a complex strategical situation 
in a particular society” (1978, 93). Foucault has referred to this conception of power as “a 
strategy without a strategist” because no individual, no body of knowledge, can be 
pinpointed as having originated the strategy—although it does follow some direction for 
the ordering of knowledge (Powers, 30-31). Power is not stable or intentional, yet far-
reaching effects of domination are produced. 
Foucault goes on to say what power is not: “an institution…a structure” and 
“neither is it a certain strength we are endowed with” (1978, 93). In Powers’ (2007) 
words, “in the context of each particular manifestation,” power “has a different complex 
strategic existence” (29). Power, therefore, is not generalizable to other contexts because 
it operates differently in each specific context.  Power is not easy to pin down as it is not 
a reified entity, but more of an effect. Just as power is not conceived of as repressive, it is 
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also not a term that describes a “general system of domination by one group over 
another” (Powers, 29). What humans usually perceive as individual instances of 
domination or oppression are actually the effects of power at specific points in this grid 
of relations (Powers, 29). Foucault’s theorization of power, then, accentuates a shifting, 
unstable complexity as he attempts to move away from simplistic dichotomous thinking. 
To analyze power relations, therefore, necessitates locating the material effects of power, 
then determining what kind of strategies and practices are utilized within  each point in 
the web of power relations, (aka. the “micropractices, the everyday activities of life”) 
(Powers, 30). 
3.1.2 Discourse 
In the Foucauldian sense, the meaning of discourse goes beyond simple written or 
spoken communication. The term does not only refer to language. Discourse is “practices 
that systematically form the objects of which they speak” (Foucault 1972, 49). Like 
power, discourse “produces something else,” such as a concept or an effect, “rather than 
something which exists in and of itself and which can be analyzed in isolation” (Mills, 
17). At the root of Foucauldian discourse theory is the idea that everything is inextricably 
linked to its context and therefore nothing can be analyzed in isolation. According to 
Robert Young (2001) “Foucault wants to consider each act of language—written or 
spoken—as an historical event, a unique point of singularity, and to trace the ways in 
which it interacts and interrelates with material circumstance” (399). Each of these events 
represents a singular point within the grid of power relations. Mapping several of these 
discursive events, then, offers insight into how power is functioning within each event 
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and how some events are interconnected—as a whole, possibly representing large 
systems of domination and oppression, such as colonialism. 
Rather than “gradually [reduce]…the fluctuating meaning of discourse,” Foucault 
broadens its meaning by treating discourse in three distinct ways. First, discourse refers 
to the “general domain of all statements” (Foucault 1972, 80). Sara Mills (1997) clarifies 
that this notion of discourse denotes “all utterances or texts which have meaning and 
which have some effects in the real world” (7). Secondly, discourse means “an 
individualizable group of statements” (Foucault 1972, 80). In this sense, discourse is a 
group of utterances “which seem to have a coherence and a force to them in common” 
(Mills, 7). This might include, for instance, a discourse of colonialism or a discourse of 
pathology. Foucault specifically avoids using the term “theme” to describe this coherence 
or force because, as I will discuss later, Foucault does not mean a “unity” which using the 
term “theme” might imply. He argues that there can be contradictory utterances existing 
within the same grouping of statements. In other words, a discourse of colonialism is 
made up of several different and sometimes contradictory strands that all function 
together to produce some effect. Third, discourse is also “a regulated practice that 
accounts for a number of statements” (Foucault 1972, 80). This final meaning is less 
concerned with what is actually said or produced “than [with] the rules and structures 
which produce particular utterances and texts” (Mills, 7). This last definition is mostly 
where Foucault’s focus lies: he is not so much interested in what is represented or said, 
but in these unspoken rules that govern what is said.  
3.1.2a The Discursive Formation 
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For the sake of convenience (as he puts it), Foucault uses the term “discursive 
formation” to describe “systems of dispersion” (Foucault 1972, 41). Rather than refer to 
some common object, systems of dispersion account for a heterogeneous grouping of 
statements that are “different in form, and dispersed in time” (Foucault 1972, 42) and 
share a “field of strategic possibilities” (Foucault 1972, 35).  There is a certain familiarity 
to these statements which should not imply a false uniformity, theme, or coherence. A 
discursive formation groups like and unalike statements together, focusing on the 
“interstices that separate them, to measure the distances that reign between them” in order 
to, in essence, “formulate their law of division” (36). Moreover,  
“[w]hat one must characterize and individualize is the coexistence of these 
dispersed and heterogeneous statements; the system that governs their division, 
the degree to which they depend upon one another, the way in which they 
interlock or exclude one another, the transformation that they undergo, and the 
play of their location, arrangement, and replacement.”  
(Foucault 1972, 38-39) 
 
As Foucault has emphasized again and again, it is important to analyze the 
relations of power; it is, therefore, no surprise that the discursive formation emphasizes 
points of departure and discontinuities in order to arrive at an understanding of how the 
mechanisms of power relations function within a single system. This concept 
fundamentally connects to the idea that power is dispersed throughout society and 
embedded in every social interaction.  
Robert Young (2001) has re-articulated the discursive formation as a “dispersion 
of statements that are diffused and scattered in locational terms, but which make up a 
regularity” (400). Young’s description accentuates how this concept nearly brings us to 
the limits of our language. He uses the term “regularity,” which also implies a kind of 
consistency or ‘theme’ that Foucault himself attempts to avoid. However, even 
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Foucault’s description of the discursive formation as a governing system suggests an 
organized, cohesive structure. Foucault rejects terms which he believes are “overladen” 
and “inadequate to the task,” instead inventing “discursive formation” (1972, 41). In 
some sense though, one can better understand what Foucault means if one were to think 
of discursive formations as operating within an ideological system with its hidden rules 
and conditions of existence. Sara Mills (1997, 46) highlights Terry Eagleton’s (1991) 
suggestion that “[i]t may help to view ideology less as a particular set of discourses, than 
as a particular set of effects within discourses (193-219).” Foucault’s analysis is directly 
concerned with these effects that inextricably bind discourse, power and knowledge 
together. As I see it, Foucault talks around the idea of ideology without ever naming it 
and even explicitly rejecting it as an “overdetermined” contemporary term (Young 2001, 
401). I believe part of his reason for doing so is a desire to avoid involving himself in the 
conversation around highly contested terminology. It also sounds as if he is feeling the 
restrictions imposed by these terms and wishes to avoid being hemmed in by them. It is 
easier, in a way, to start fresh. 
I suggest that Foucault, perhaps, wishes to emphasize the diverse and 
heterogeneous nature of a discursive formation. Using the term “theme” might suggest an 
inherent logical consistency that detracts from the heterogeneity of a discursive 
formation. In other words, using “theme” might imply common elements that gloss over 
the heterogeneous, and sometimes illogical, discourses that operate within the same 
discursive formation. He invents his own terminology to rid himself of the baggage of 
these terms already in use and to invent something which is more complex than these 
terms allow for. Whatever his reasons and as much as Foucault attempts to move away 
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from using terms such as ideology or theme (and suggests that a discursive analysis is not 
intended to trace these themes), Young’s use of “regularity” does circle us back to the 
idea of a commonality amongst statements—a theme. Even if the themes are somewhat 
buried and seem to work against each other on the surface, they still work within the 
same discursive formation and ultimately form the support mechanisms of a particular 
system of discourse.  
In a similar vein, I argue that ideology plays a fundamental part in the “rules of 
formation” which determine the conditions under which these elements of dispersion (i.e. 
the discursive formation) are subjected (Foucault 1972, 42). As Young clarifies, a 
“discourse … is formed … not by invoking a common object or set of concepts or 
representations, but by something more abstract, namely by certain rules, conditions, 
operating on, and therefore forming, the object or concepts that it constructs” (401). In 
my mind, it can be argued that this “abstract” force, if not ideological, is certainly akin to 
an ideological apparatus. I would further argue that the “apparatuses of knowledge” to 
which Foucault refers and which are central to his concept of discourse is, in fact, another 
way to speak of ideology. 
3.1.2b A Note about Ideology 
Foucault rejects the idea that ideology can have real, material effects on the 
world. In fact, “Foucault gives almost no importance to the mental enslavement of 
people” (Daldal, 167). While I feel that “mental enslavement” is too strongly put and 
might suggest a kind of inability to think for one’s self, I do veer away from Foucault’s 
assumptions about ideology. Indeed, my research questions are structured to investigate 
how words and systems of ideas have real effects on the body. I do not believe, however, 
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that this idea goes against anything Foucault is speculating. Foucault’s notion of ideology 
uses an 18th century definition that means a “science of ideas” (Daldal, 166). Much can 
be gleaned from the following quote where Foucault describes how he regards ideology: 
“…The philosophy of the ideologists as a theory of signs…the abstract discourse 
… construct a general theory of it…(bio-power and discipline) were not to be 
joined at the level of a speculative discourse, but in the form of concrete 
arrangements.”  
(Foucault 1978, 140; qtd. in Daldal, 
165; some emphasis added) 
 
As this quote demonstrates, ideology for Foucault exists only at the level of 
abstraction, and firmly outside “the realm of material realities” (Daldal, 166). It is 
interesting that where Foucault has otherwise been intent on complicating binary 
understandings of our social world that he would draw such a clean and uncrossable line 
between the material and the abstract. Given his limited definition of ideology, it is no 
wonder that he does not consider its role within everyday interactions or give much 
importance to “the mind.” He also states that he is “troubled” by “analyses which 
priorti[z]e ideology” because it “[presupposes a] human subject endowed with a 
consciousness which power is then thought to seize on” (Foucault 1980b, 58).  Foucault’s 
analysis argues that power produces “human subjects.” My own research is centered on 
the idea that power, through discourse, produces a type of “Indigenous subject” that is the 
product of a settler-colonial creation and exists only in an imaginary space. I am not 
suggesting that this subject exists, but rather that this discursive creation exists in the 
colonial imaginary and is integral to the colonial structure of power relations. 
3.1.2c Aligning Foucault with Other Theorists of Power 
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Much of what Foucault proposes is, in a sense, problematizing Louis Althusser’s 
(1971) rigid conception of power through the Ideological State Apparatuses (ISAs).6 One 
of the major criticisms of Althusser’s theory of the ISAs (and his theory of interpellation) 
is it leaves no room for individual’s to resist their “mental enslavement.” Without agency, 
individuals would not be able to question or resist dominant systems and revolutions 
would, consequently, not occur (Raiter 1999). Foucault’s works partly emerge out of a 
reaction to the limitations in Marxist theorizing that privileges class, and in the case of 
Althusser, makes no room for human agency. Instead, Foucault attempts to locate the 
ways in which human beings are transformed into subjects through power relations—
(meaning, how individuals are socially constructed as “subjects”)— in order to 
“formulate some points of resistance” (Daldal 2014, 161; Foucault 1980b, 208). Thus, 
Foucault is not only critical of how human beings are typified, but how they navigate 
these constructions. Likewise, my research questions are attempting to pinpoint how 
Indigenous peoples might be ensnared in colonial narratives that construct deliberate, 
racist representations which reflect a particular climate of power relations that must be 
navigated. It is important to keep the agency of individuals in mind when conducting an 
analysis of newspaper coverage. Just because a particular representation is disseminated 
does not mean that readers lack the choice to think a different way. By this I mean, 
readers do not have to accept the representation provided in media. My analysis of letters 
to the editor will be particularly illuminating regarding the concept of agency and 
resistance to powerful narratives. 
                                                            
6 Indeed, (along with other prominent theorists of society and/or language, Derrida and Pierre Bourdieu) 
Foucault was a student of Althusser’s at École Normale Supérieure in France. 
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Another theorist who, in many ways, closely aligns with Foucault is Antonio 
Gramsci who argues that power produces ideology. Daldal (2014) has pointed out that 
Gramsci’s conception of hegemonic civil society is essentially the same as Foucault’s 
theorization of the totalizing power of the State which attempts to produce “regimes of 
truth” (162). It is easy to get caught up in terminology when trying to unpack Foucault; 
however, by looking beyond these somewhat abstract-sounding terms, it is possible to see 
(as Daldal has done) how Foucault and Gramsci’s main ideas are aligned in content, if 
not terminology. In essence, both are referring to ideology. The main difference between 
them is that Gramsci (using Marx as a point of departure) is more prone to talk in binaries 
and locates power in a centralized agency (Daldal, 161). Rejecting this idea of a central 
power, Foucault (following a Nietzchean tradition) “diffuses power relations into the 
‘very grains of individuals’” (Daldal, 161). That is, power is embedded in our everyday 
social interactions.  
I have purposely aligned Foucault with other major theorists of power and 
discourse in order to work through and clarify his position, as well as expound on how 
my research works within an understanding of power as diffuse throughout society. What 
this means is every individual is implicated in a power relationship and that each social 
interaction is part of and contributes to power relations. The significance of this point is 
to underscore that individuals can exert influence over others in what may seem like 
insignificant ways. Understanding how we, as human beings living in a social 
environment, are all involved in power relations grants us the insight to effect real change 
if we want to, beginning with ourselves. My research is focused on Euro-settler society 
and the stories we tell about others. By understanding power as dispersed and embedded 
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in every social interaction, we, as settler peoples, are given the opportunity to take back 
control of our own words and actions. Rather than fight some far-removed powerful 
entity, we, as settlers, need to bring the focus back to ourselves and our role in upholding 
unequal power relations. This research is motivated by these assumptions as it 
continually asks: what are we doing as individuals to perpetuate inequities? How are we, 
as settler peoples, contributing to on-going forms of colonialism? What changes can we, 
as settler peoples, ask of ourselves to make the world a more equitable place?  
3.1.3 Knowledge 
The previous discussion foreshadows the last major concept fundamental to 
understanding power and discourse and, ultimately, conducting a discourse analysis: 
knowledge. Foucault imbricates power with knowledge: he insists that “all of the 
knowledge we have is the result or the effect of power struggles” (Mills, 21). Foucault 
argues that power produces “apparatuses of knowledge” and this connection between the 
two terms he refers to as power/knowledge (Foucault 1980b). A discourse is, essentially, 
“formed at the interface of language and the material world” and acts as a medium for 
“the way in which a knowledge is constituted as part of a specific practice” (Foucault; 
Young 2001, 399). Discourse is, thus, the way in which power/knowledge is expressed 
and located in the material realm. As Foucault has stated: “it is in discourse that power 
and knowledge are joined together” (1978, 100). Discourse is really just a means to 
access and analyze how power/knowledge works on the ground.  
Expressed in this way, discourse exists in a type of liminal state: the world of 
abstraction and everyday reality. Young (2001) refers to discourse as a “border concept”: 
“in practical terms knowledge in discourse will be part of everyday practices” and also 
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because “material conditions…operate on the conceptual formation of knowledge” (399). 
Furthermore, “knowledge is not contained discursively,” but rather “exists at the edge 
between language and the rest of material reality” (Young, 399). Therefore, a discourse 
of pathology produces a type of power/knowledge that operates upon bodies. This 
interaction between language and reality is an essential point in understanding my 
analysis—which argues that discursive constructions (i.e. a production of knowledge that 
is expressed through language) have real, material effects on Indigenous peoples’ bodies. 
Discourse is implicated in constructing human subjects in a particular way, producing 
knowledge on human bodies, thereby classifying and regulating them. Again, this is not 
unlike Althusser’s theory of interpellation (except Althusser takes it for granted that 
human beings have no choice but to ‘accept’ it).  
Finally, considering knowledge as wrapped up in power relations is really, in a 
sense, getting back to this idea of ideology. “Apparatuses of knowledge” sounds very 
similar to a legitimated system of ideas and ideals. Part of the reason I want to draw this 
connection to ideology is because Foucault has rejected the theory that ideology can have 
real effects in the material world. For this reason, he does not consider the importance of 
the mind. I believe and argue that the mind plays an important part in these systems of 
knowledge, and the settler-colonial mind (replete with colonial values) is most definitely 
implicated in settler-colonialism. A discourse, says Mills (1997), is “a set of sanctioned 
statements which have some institutionalized force” (62). What this means is “they have 
a profound influence on the way that individuals act and think” (Mills, 62). Therefore, I 
cannot talk about discourse, knowledge, “truth” or power without also being conscious of 
their implicit ideological involvement. 
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Linda Tuhiwai Smith (1999) explains how “[s]ome knowledges are more 
dominant than others” due to “rules of classification, rules of framing and rules of 
practice” (43). It is these rules which determine what “knowledge” is recognized as 
legitimate. For instance, what “knowledge” about Indigenous peoples is circulated in the 
settler-colonial rhetoric? These rules to which she refers are not explicit, but rather 
“masked in some way and which tend to be articulated through implicit understandings of 
how the world works” (Smith, 43). To speak of rules as being “masked” is another way 
of saying they are ideological. She goes on to say that “[p]ower is expressed at both the 
explicit and implicit levels” (43). Like Foucault (and others), Smith is expressing that 
power is both forceful and ideological/coercive. My research is mainly concerned with 
the latter.  
3.1.3a Truth and Representation 
In a discussion of behavior disorders, Graham (2005) emphasizes that the 
objective of conducting a Foucauldian discourse analysis is not to conclude whether the 
disorder is “true but how its objects might become formed; that is, how is this particular 
difference articulated and brought to attention and what might be the ‘effects in the real’” 
(Foucault, 1980a, 237; qtd. in Graham 2005, 7). Mills (1997) makes a similar 
pronouncement when she states that the point of conducting an analysis of discursive 
structures is to uncover the support mechanisms that maintain and perpetuate a particular 
discourse, not to analyze whether it is true or false (46). Likewise, my objective is not to 
determine whether these stereotypes about Indigenous peoples circulating in the media 
are true or false. Clearly, any type of stereotype directed at an entire culture is a sweeping 
generalization. The point of this analysis is not to demonstrate how specific stereotypes 
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measure up against reality or whether they are “in the true.” The point is to investigate 
how discursive constructions are formed, how they are articulated, emphasized, dispersed 
and legitimated. Most especially, the point is to determine what might be the “effects in 
the real”—specifically, what are the material effects of particular discursive constructions 
upon Indigenous bodies? 
Part of investigating these effects necessitates examining how societies—in this 
case, settler-colonial societies—produce “truth,” an accepted form of knowledge. 
Foucault argues that 
Each society has its regime of truth, its ‘general politics’ of truth: that is the types 
of discourse it harbours and causes to function as true: the mechanisms and 
instances which enable one to distinguish true from false statements, the way in 
which each is sanctioned; the techniques and procedures which are valorised for 
obtaining truth: the status of those who are charged with saying what counts as 
true. (Foucault 1979, 46) 
 
Therefore, it is not “truth” that Foucault is looking for, but how a particular discourse 
comes to function as “true” in a society, while other discourse might be regarded with 
suspicion and relegated to the margins (Mills, 19). Smith (1999) was emphasizing a 
similar point with her discussion of knowledge in the previous section.  
Of particular importance for my research is how certain discursive representations 
accrue “truth-value” over time through their “usage and familiarity” (Mills, 18). 
Arguably, certain discourses about Indigenous peoples have been repeated so often that 
they are too-often considered as “truth” and have developed a kind of “common sense” 
logic. The rules that comprise these “systems of classification and representation,” Smith 
(1999) says, have “real material consequences for colonised peoples” (44). Investigating 
what counts as “true,” the ways in which types of discursive “knowledges” are written on 
Indigenous bodies (thus creating “Indigenous subjects”), and the material, embodied 
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effects that these representations have is integral to my analysis. To be clear: I am not 
arguing that “Indigenous subjects” produced by discursive constructions are real people. I 
am arguing that these constructions exist in the public imaginary of settler-colonial 
societies (a heterogeneous grouping of people with diverse opinions) and that these 
imaginary constructions of “Indigenous subjects” have real effects on real people. 
3.1.3b A Brief Note about Reality 
Foucault’s theory of discourse implies that ideas which have been created by 
humans and institutions constitute our reality. This does not mean that there is no reality 
that exists “out there” or pre-exists humans. Foucault is not rejecting the “materiality of 
events or experiences” (Mills 1997, 54). This is not an argument that our world and 
everything in it is entirely socially-constructed (Mills, 54). Embodied experiences are in 
no way being questioned or meant to be diminished. What Foucault means is that human 
beings grasp and interpret what they consider reality “through discourse and discursive 
structures” (Mills, 54). Smith (1999) makes a similar proclamation when she says, 
‘[w]hat makes ideas ‘real’ is the system of knowledge, the formations of culture, and the 
relations of power in which these concepts are located” (48). Using Foucauldian 
terminology, Smith is reiterating the concept that human society has its own discourses of 
truth and its own system of rules that implicitly regulate what is considered truth, and 
what is not. “These ideas,” she says, “constitute reality. Our understanding and 
interpretation of “[r]eality cannot be constituted without them” (48). Stating that human 
access to reality is through language should not be mistaken to mean that reality itself 
does not exist; rather, reality and physical objects exist, but they only glean meaning 
through discourse (Jørgensen and Phillips 2002, 8). My intention in this small section is 
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to make explicit and transparent how my own understandings of the world (and thus 
perspective as a researcher) influence the research design and is reflected in (and 
consistent with) my methodological choices. Maintaining an awareness of my ontological 
disposition and becoming reflexive is crucial when conducting a Foucauldian discourse 
analysis, specifically (Waitt 2010, 225)—and I further argue is important for all research. 
PART II 
3.2 Foucault and Edward Said on Race and Colonialism 
Foucault wrote a lot about power, yet he was surprisingly quiet about how it 
functioned within the topic of race7 (Young 1995, 1). It might, therefore, seem unusual to 
utilize a Foucauldian analysis for research focused on settler-colonial racism. I am not the 
first researcher to see how Foucault’s work might explicate such an inquiry, however, as 
his theories have formed a “central theoretical reference point for postcolonial analysis,” 
even “[providing] the theoretical basis for what has effectively become the founding 
disciplinary text for contemporary postcolonial theory, Edward Said’s Orientalism 
(1978)” (Young 1995, 2). Young attributes both the overwhelming success of 
Orientalism and the emergence of an entirely new field of academic inquiry to “the way 
in which the idea of Orientalism as a discourse allowed the creation of a general 
theoretical paradigm through which the cultural forms of colonial and imperial ideologies 
could be analysed” (2).  
Combining Foucault’s theory (that power produces apparatuses of knowledge) 
with Gramsci’s notion (that power produces ideology), Said argues in Orientalism that 
the West defined the orient as the ultimate Other. In Foucauldian fashion, Said argues 
“knowledge” about “the orient” is produced within historical, political, and social 
                                                            
7 Foucault was also quiet on the topic of women in his writings. 
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contexts. Knowledge about “the orient” is not objective truth, but rather part of a system 
of power relations in which each “fact” presented about the East is value-laden 
knowledge, and tied to specific colonial contexts. Said’s analysis of 19th and 20th Century 
texts identifies a series of sweeping generalizations as a discursive strategy that function 
to dehumanize and efface the individuality of colonized peoples. As fictional as these 
narratives are, the discursive structures in place during this time-period informed the way 
these stereotypes were taken as “truths” about the East. These narratives could then be 
collected by the West to claim their ultimate knowledge of the East, “knowledges” that 
exoticize and create distance in order for the West to exert their inherent superiority. In 
this way, the West creates demarcations in order to define itself. Said’s argument is 
similar to Daniel Francis’s (1993) position in The Imaginary Indian in which he argues 
that stereotypes created about colonized peoples say more about the imagination of the 
West than they do about the people they represent. These narratives constitute part of 
what Foucault terms “regimes of truth”—these stories are made to function as true and 
form part of a larger knowledge system that has authorized their legitimacy.  
What is decidedly unFoucauldian in Said’s analysis, however, is his focus on 
discursive and ideological representations. He is very concerned with the “mind” that 
produces these images, as well as the images themselves, whereas Foucault is explicitly 
unconcerned with what is represented and more with what mechanisms of power are in 
place to produce these regimes of truth and how they are sustained over time. I believe 
both the representation itself and how the representation is supported is of equal 
importance. Moreover, I believe the interplay between what is said, or represented, and 
how the representation is sustained over time and dispersed, to be crucial to an 
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understanding of how power structures function ideologically and concretely. My 
analysis, therefore, will consider both the representation itself and the mechanisms that 
support it.  
3.3 Post-colonial Criticisms of Said 
According to Mills (1997), Said’s work is generally situated within colonial 
discourse theory as opposed to post-colonial discourse theory. Post-colonial theorists 
challenge several of the assumptions implicit within Said’s early work8. Post-colonial 
theorizing is more focused on the effects colonialism had and has on “current social 
structures and discursive formations” (Mills, 106). Although emerging from a more 
Marxist and deconstructivist theoretical position, Gayatri Spivak’s (1993) work, for 
instance, questions the homogeneity of colonial discourse present in Said’s early work by 
focusing on the possible recoverability of alternative voices in colonial texts. Her work 
marks a shift in focus from the voice of the colonizer to those whose voices are prone to 
be silenced by colonialist narratives (Mills, 120). It is in this shift—from what a text says 
on the surface to looking between the lines for discursive silences—that one can see the 
many strands that are essential parts of any colonial text.  
Homi Bhaba (1984) also troubles the problematic binary opposition explicit in 
Said’s analysis of the West and the East in Orientalism, questioning what he terms 
“colonial ambivalence.” Bhaba emphasizes the double articulation of colonial mimicry 
which locates the colonized in a categorical system in which the colonized represent 
everything that the West is not (i.e. different, inferior, uncivilized etc.) at the same time 
as colonial discourse “produces the colonized as a social reality which is at once an 
                                                            
8 Said’s later work, Culture and Imperialism, however, considers much more complex theorizations of 
discourse. 
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‘other’ and yet entirely knowable” (Bhaba, 101). Said’s early work falls into the trap of 
theorizing colonial discourse in terms of power vs. powerlessness, or dominant discourse 
vs. counter discourse. As discussed in the section on Gramsci, this type of configuration 
often leads to situating power within a fixed central agency rather than developing an 
understanding of power as multi-directional and operating on many different levels. Mills 
(1997) further emphasizes that locating power within a central agency places it beyond 
human agency; in doing so, it is nearly impossible for any individual to take 
responsibility for their part in imperialism or resist and change oppressive power 
structures (122). Bhaba, instead, moves beyond simplistic binary categorizations to stress 
the importance of hybridity and heterogeneity in colonial discourse. His emphasis on the 
heterogeneity of discourses is very important to consider when analyzing letters to the 
editor: opinions cannot always be cleanly divided between dominant or counter 
discourses. Individuals can, potentially, express both or something in between. 
Even as Said attempts to posit colonial power relations, he appears to move away 
from the Foucauldian theorization of power/knowledge as expressed in The History of 
Sexuality (1978). Although Foucault does not explicitly tackle colonial discourse, his 
writings stress the importance of recognizing the multi-leveled threads of a discourse 
(similar to Bhaba’s notion of hybridity and heterogeneity) working within a system of 
domination. It is never merely one unified dominant discourse and a likewise singular 
counter-discourse. Colonial discourse does not fit into a neat box of domination and 
resistance. This univocal notion of discourse is a major criticism of Orientalism and will 
be very important to consider when conducting my own analysis of discourse in media. 
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Mary Louise Pratt (1991) is another critical theorist who advocates for the 
heterogeneity of discourses in her now classic text, “Arts of the Contact Zone.” In her 
work, Pratt does not simply examine the way that colonizers represent other cultures 
(Mills, 121); instead, she is more concerned with the way that members of marginalized 
or subordinated groups engage with their representations and use writing as a way to 
subvert the idea of communities and cultures as monolingual and homogeneous. Like 
Foucault, Pratt is arguing for an understanding of language and culture as complicated, 
where disruptions and divergences exist. This type of hetereogeneity might appear 
“anomalous or chaotic” to one who thinks of “cultures, or literatures, as discrete, 
coherently structured, monolingual edifices” (Pratt, 36). Writings that parody, denunciate, 
or criticize are engaging with and offering an alternative to dominant, homogeneous 
representations.  
As a “literate art of the contact zone,” Pratt introduces the term autoethnographic 
texts to refer to “representations that the so-defined others construct in response to or in 
dialogue with those texts” (35). “Contact zones,” Pratt specifies, are “social spaces where 
disparate cultures meet, clash, and grapple with each other, often in highly asymmetrical 
relations of domination and subordination…” (34). My data consists of opinion pieces 
collected from one major newspaper: The Globe and Mail. The letter to the editor section 
of newspapers serve as a zone where members of different cultures meet, respond, 
engage, and dialogue with each other about various issues—thus, the very definition of a 
contact zone. When conducting a discursive analysis of these texts, I am bringing forth 
ideas outlined by theorists who have argued for a more complex theorization of discourse 
and of settler and Indigenous communities. I am also keenly aware of the asymmetrical 
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power relations that exist in the writings of this contact zone, how they reflect a history of 
colonialism and the present-day settler colonial landscape. 
To return briefly to Said, Robert Young (1995) suggests that Said’s deterministic 
notion of colonial discourse in his early work stems from his reliance on Foucault’s 
earlier writings in The Order of Discourse (1971) in which he “stresses its restrictive and 
homogenizing qualities” (4). Criticisms aimed at Said might be circumvented by 
returning to Foucault’s later works, recommends Young (2001, 5). After challenges from 
intellectuals (such as Derrida and his concept différance), critics like Bhaba emphasize 
how Foucault’s later works move away from this dichotomous, stable view of discourse 
to instead focus on its flexible, heterogeneous qualities in, for instance, The History of 
Sexuality (1978) (Young 1995, 4). Here Foucault says, “we must not imagine a world of 
discourse divided between accepted discourse and excluded discourse, or between the 
dominant discourse and the dominated one, but as a multiplicity of discursive elements 
that can come into play in various strategies” (Foucault 1978; Young 1995, 4). 
Importantly, Foucault also suggests that “there can exist different and even contradictory 
discourses within the same strategy” (Foucault 1978; Young 1995, 5). When analyzing 
articles collected from the letters section of newspapers, I remain mindful of expressions 
which might seem contrary on the surface, but may actually be part of the same colonial 
strategy. For example, benevolent discourses might appear to run opposite to hate-filled 
opinions that position particular population groups as sub-human, uncivilized, and 
inherently inferior. However, framing actions in terms of “trying to help” and “for their 
own good” actually works within the same racist colonial strategy that harms and has 
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always harmed Indigenous peoples and perpetuates inequities. These less obvious, more 
insidious expressions are of particular importance to any analysis of power and language. 
3.4 Problems with Post-colonialism 
There are problems associated with drawing on post-colonial scholarship for 
research examining present-day colonialism. I will touch on a few points that are most 
relevant to my own research.9 The most glaringly obvious of these problems is the “post” 
in post-colonialism. “Naming the world as ‘post-colonial’ is, from Indigenous 
perspectives, to name colonialism as finished business,” implying that “the colonisers 
have left,” says Smith (1999, 98). It certainly does sound like “post” is implying that 
colonialism is over, especially if looking at the term with a linear progression of history 
in mind. Drawing on Radcliffe (1999) and McEwan (2001), Power (2003) explains that 
post-colonialism “refers to ways of criticizing the material and discursive legacies of 
colonialism” and “represents a number of perspectives which can broadly be termed 
‘anti-colonial’” (119). My research is critically examining on-going colonialism through 
a focus on discourse. I have engaged with some theorists who have been characterized as 
post-colonial because their arguments and research on discourse and power are relevant 
to my own research on discourse and power. 
According to Smith (1999), “[m]any indigenous intellectuals actively resist 
participating in any discussion within the discourses of post-coloniality…because post-
colonialism is viewed as the convenient invention of Western intellectuals which 
reinscribes their power to define the world” (14). Firstly, post-colonialism is not to be 
confused with the associated term “post-coloniality,” which refers to “the historical 
                                                            
9 For a lengthier and more thorough discussion of the term “post-colonialism,” refer to Marcus Power’s 
(2003) chapter “Postcolonial Geographies of Development” in Rethinking Development Geographies. 
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experience of living in a time after colonialism” (Power 2003, 119; McDowell and Sharp 
1999, 208). Thinking of colonialism as over and done with is a big problem and ignores 
the present-day realities of colonialism. Secondly, Robert Young’s (2001) 
Postcolonialism: An Historical Introduction is an extended argument that this notion that 
post-colonialism is a convenient invention of “Western intellectuals” is too simple. 
Young problematizes the claim that “postcolonialism is merely a western invention on 
account of its vibrancy in western academic institutions” by suggesting that the 
“academic origins of postcolonial critique in the west are closely related to the history of 
post-war immigration,” and the very roots of post-colonialism stem from anti-colonial 
struggles and movements within Europe, Asia, Africa, and Latin America (63).  
Relatedly, post-colonialism has been criticized for being too theoretical and not 
rooted in real life material concerns (McEwan 2001). With this research, I have strived to 
ground my theorizing in real world problems. I have chosen to analyze texts or cultural 
artifacts because I believe they have real effects on human beings and our world. Texts or 
cultural artifacts do not exist in a vacuum. Texts and cultural artifacts are the products of 
human labours and are replete with an individual’s values and ideals and constitute 
expressions of an individual’s personalized experiences in the world. Analysis of texts, 
therefore, might offer an opportunity to pinpoint and question continuing Eurocentrist 
and colonial values and assumptions. As a field of study, post-colonial theory has taken 
part in questioning Eurocentrist and colonial assumptions about history and is, in this 
sense, aligned with the motivation of this research. 
It is essential when engaging with any theory to do so with a critical eye in order 
to maintain an awareness of its problems and limitations. According to Mills (1997), 
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post-colonial theories began in a similar manner: as a “work which tries to question some 
of the assumptions of Said’s work on discourse and representation” (106). I tried to use 
these criticisms of post-colonialism as a jumping off point to learn and refine. Rather than 
use post-colonial theories as a means to define the world, my research is questioning and 
unsettling how colonialism has attempted to define certain societies and peoples. 
However, I am not suggesting that my research is post-colonial. I have engaged with 
scholars who have been characterized as post-colonial theorists because their work 
provides an important contribution to my own analysis of colonial texts. 
Because colonialism is as much an ideology as an act, arguably, decolonization 
requires both action and an interrogation of its ideological foundation.  The anti-colonial 
motivation behind post-colonialism to “decolon[ize] the mind” (Power 2003, 123) 
dovetails with the motivation of this research: to decolonize10 the, specifically, settler-
colonial mind. With this research, I am making a conscious effort to decolonize a settler-
colonial mentality, but I acknowledge that this effort would not be considered 
decolonizing according to Tuck and Yang or Tuhiwai Smith (1999). I do think a very 
small, but significant, part of the process of decolonization involves addressing the 
ideological roots of colonialism because colonialism is an ideology as much as an act. It 
is my opinion that decolonization cannot be successful without the involvement and 
efforts of non-Indigenous peoples, too. Moreover, it would be unjust for all decolonizing 
efforts to fall solely on the shoulders of Indigenous peoples. The Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission (TRC) (2015) recognizes that “[r]econciliation is not an 
Aboriginal problem; it is a Canadian one” (Canadian TRC summary) and that “[a]ll 
                                                            
10 I have found the use of terms “decolonize” and “decolonization” to (sometimes) lack a clear 
understanding of what this process entails; however, Tuck and Yang (2012) provide an excellent discussion 
on what decolonization is and is not. 
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Canadians… share responsibility for establishing and maintaining mutually respectful 
relationships” (4). The first step that non-Indigenous peoples can take in a much larger 
decolonization process is challenging the assumptions, values and motivations embedded 
in a colonial mind-set that underpin continuing forms of colonialism. 
3.5 Settler Colonialism 
Several anthropologists have focused their attention on Indigenous communities, 
but unlike his contemporaries, Australian anthropologist and ethnographer Patrick Wolfe 
shifted his focus to Australian settler society. In the process, Wolfe generated a rise in 
settler colonial studies. In Settler Colonialism and the Transformation of Anthropology, 
Wolfe (1999) “exposed the taken-for-granted logics of colonization and settlement and 
turned them on their head” (Battell Lowman and Barker 2017). Wolfe argues that when 
settler-colonial societies were confronted with the reality of Indigenous peoples on the 
land (which was at odds with settler preconceptions of terra nullius), settler peoples 
developed common stories and cultural narratives about Indigenous peoples that served 
to deny their humanity in order to rationalize colonial invasion and dispossession of 
Indigenous lands. More a structure than an event, these narratives are part of the public 
consciousness of settler-colonial society and are integral to my analysis of media 
discourse. 
Continuing this work, in “Settler colonialism and the elimination of the native,” 
Wolfe (2006) argues that settler societies use a colonial “logic of elimination” insofar as 
destroying Indigenous communities is required for possession of the land. Battell 
Lowman and Barker (2017) emphasize how this argument helps explain why settler 
societies might also—in a seemingly contrary discourse—advocate for limited rights for 
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Indigenous peoples. “Cultural protections and individual rights” are very different than 
“indigenous sovereignty,” however, and when people have been managed into “[relying] 
on the state for their survival, they are “unlikely to challenge it for control of the land” 
(Battell Lowman and Barker 2017). Elimination and protection of rights are two very 
different strands of discourse, but they can function together as part of the same colonial 
strategy and produce the same effects. This is why Foucault’s insistence on examining 
uneven, contradictory discourses is so very important for understanding the layers of 
colonial discourse and uncovering implicit power maneuvers.  
In Red Skin, White Masks, Glen Sean Coulthard (2014) expands the arguments of 
Fanon’s Black Skin, White Masks to argue that calculated and premeditated processes of 
“recognition” of Indigenous peoples are merely a coercive attempt to make Indigenous 
peoples complacent in order to halt anti-colonial resistances to the sovereignty of the 
colonial nation-state. Coulthard argues that Indigenous-led anti-colonial movements since 
the 1970s have followed patterns of resurgence that Canada has attempted to quell by 
appealing to these forms of recognition. Stephen Harper’s 2008 apology is one example 
of this “recognition” that endeavored to mollify the treatment of Indigenous children by 
the state, but without acknowledging continuing mistreatment of Indigenous peoples by 
the state. These types of recognition for past wrongs emphasize how the settler-colonial 
state continues to frame and produce Indigenous peoples in a way that benefits 
continuing colonial forms of power. This settler-colonial gaze of recognition, also, 
maintains the power to define how Indigenous peoples are to be regarded, contained, 
controlled, and pacified. In essence, then, these gestures of recognition of Indigenous 
peoples are merely colonial distractions that perpetuate colonial violence. The way in 
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which non-Indigenous peoples have tried to contain and produce an imaginary 
“Indigenous subject” is an important facet of my research and understanding present-day 
colonial violence. 
An additional reason I am focusing on settler-colonial society can be elucidated 
by Smith’s (1999) discussion in Decolonizing Methodologies:  “[a] continuing legacy of 
what has come to be taken for granted as a natural link between the term 
‘indigenous’…and ‘problem’ is that many researchers…frame their research in ways that 
assume that the locus of a particular research problems lies with the indigenous 
individual or community rather than with other social or structural issues” (92). With this 
research, I am attempting to analyze the grievous health inequities facing Indigenous 
peoples in Canada within the broader “social, economic” and political climate “in which 
communities exist” (Smith, 92). The way I have chosen to examine this is by focusing on 
the discursive representations that, I argue, pervade all aspects of our contemporary 
society and are partly responsible for producing a particular climate in which Indigenous 
peoples exist and that perpetuates Indigenous social and health inequities. 
Conclusion 
My research is centered on colonial and imperial forms of power, key aspects of a 
settler-colonial society. In her treatise on the history and philosophical foundations of 
“Western scholarship” in Part 1 of Decolonizing Methodologies, Linda Tuhiwai Smith 
(1999) reminds us that “[d]ecolonization … does not mean and has not meant a total 
rejection of all theory or research or Western knowledge” (39). Situated within the 
tradition of continental philosophy, Foucault’s work is motivated by a criticism of the 
dominance of European culture: it asks that individuals interrogate what they know and 
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how they know it. As Young (1995) says, “[b]efore we can undo eurocentrism, before we 
can undermine its continuing power, we have to understand how it was done” (9). 
Foucault’s analysis is centered on “the history of the order imposed on things by 
European culture” (Young 1995, 9). It is highly critical of eurocentrism and seeks to 
understand how this powerhouse continues to thrive today.  
The values, beliefs, and norms embedded in European culture comprise a 
worldview that has clashed with and tried to impose itself on Indigenous societies since 
first contact. Looking at power relations of present-day settler-colonial societies means 
understanding this connection. A discursive analysis that is attentive to the history of this 
on-going conflict in perspective and its relation to on-going colonialism is, arguably, an 
essential part of a decolonizing framework. The process of decolonization, according to 
Smith (1999 ) “engages with imperialism and colonialism at multiple levels”: “one of 
those levels,” she says, “is concerned with having a more critical understanding of the 
underlying assumptions, motivations and values which inform research practices” (20). 
To be clear, my analysis is primarily focused on Canadian settler society: 
specifically, how settler peoples talk about Indigenous peoples, impart “knowledge,” or 
otherwise might take part in constructing Indigenous peoples as “subjects,” and the 
effects that these narrative structures have on real, living people. I believe that it is 
imperative to look at our own role (as settlers) in preserving “regimes of truth” and taken 
for granted assumptions. Decolonizing Canadian society is the responsibility of every 
member of society and I do not believe it will be successful if settler peoples are not 
willing to evaluate their underlying assumptions. This is partly why my research is 
centered on Canadian settler society—not Indigenous communities.  Another reason is 
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that Indigenous health inequities cannot be solved by looking at Indigenous communities 
and peoples as the source of the problem. According to literature on the social 
determinants of health, distal determinants— the political, economic, and social 
environments—are integral to addressing Indigenous health inequities. My analysis is 
attempting to locate the discursive mechanisms that uphold a particular colonial 
environment because, like Young and Foucault, I believe human beings need to examine 
how dominant power structures function in order to dismantle them. 
In this chapter, I have outlined how Foucauldian discourse analysis theory 
informs my qualitative research design and how this theory can be expanded to consider 
colonial and settler-colonial systems of power. I have also engaged with related theorists 
and theories of discourse and power which, collectively, serve to provide a 
methodological framework in which to analyze discourses of representation and their 
effects on Indigenous people’s bodies. Of paramount importance to my research is 
recognizing the implicit inextricable link between discourse, power, and knowledge 
which I have tried to emphasize within this chapter.  
As I have stated throughout this chapter, I think part of the decolonizing process 
necessitates a decolonizing of colonial mentalities. I have chosen to focus my research on 
settler society and institutions—specifically, mainstream media because it mainly caters 
to Euro-settler readership and is more often than not written by members of this 
population (as evidenced by the ratio of non-Indigenous columnists to racialized 
minorities on the Globe’s 2018 list of columnists11). I am interested in what settler 
societies think and say about Indigenous peoples and communities because I believe that 
                                                            
11 Of these 22 columnists employed by the Globe in 2018, 15 of them were male and visibly appeared to be 
non-Indigenous. 
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public rhetoric plays a significant role in creating a particular social environment that 
undermines Indigenous health. I consider this relation between discourse and health 
within the wider social and political settler-colonial context—the environment within 
which all Canadians live and engage with each other—that is fraught with asymmetrical 
power relations. 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODS 
Method of Analysis 
What does a Foucauldian discourse analysis consist of? Foucault did not provide a 
methodological template for conducting discourse analysis that other researchers could 
follow, which is an issue that has generated plenty of discussion (Harwood 2000; 
Meadmore, Hatcher & McWilliam 2000; Tamboukou 1999). Foucault even states, “I take 
care not to dictate how things should be” (Foucault 1994, 288). His dislike for 
prescription is reflected in works that pose unending challenges and reveal complexities 
in order to “silence the prophets and lawgivers” who “speak for others or to others” 
(1994, 288). Foucault is minutely aware that offering a map of his methodological 
process will not disrupt the existing power structures in which he is enmeshed. 
Unfortunately, his reluctance to provide a “how to” (Waitt 2010, 219) guide has led to 
charges of being “vague” in his writings (Barrett 1991, 127). Foucault’s attempts to avoid 
telling others what to do (because he wants individuals to think for themselves) is, 
ironically, at odds with those who insist what a Foucauldian discourse analysis is—or is 
not.12  
While that is fair, I have found it helpful to follow the lead of others who have 
some thoughts on how to go about conducting a specifically Foucauldian discourse 
analysis. Having said that, however, I do retain some spontaneity in analysis because I 
think there is value in being reflexive when encountering data for the first time. I do not 
wish to be too formulaic at the expense of overlooking relevant and important insights. 
Therefore, what I have done to alleviate some of the burden of being too “free” in my 
                                                            
12 Linda Graham (2005) discusses these and other issues that arise from choosing to engage (or resist 
engaging) with Foucauldian discourse analysis. 
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analysis—and thus somewhat paralyzed in proceeding—is to draw on researchers who 
have either tried to implement a working procedure for conducting Foucauldian discourse 
analysis or have applied a discursive analysis to the study of media.  
Gordon Waitt (2010) provides a useful and helpful guide for “Doing Foucauldian 
Discourse Analysis” (217). Adapting Rose’s (2001, 158) seven stages, Waitt 
recommends the following strategies for doing Foucauldian discourse analysis: 
1. Choice of source material or texts 
2. Suspend pre-existing categories: become reflexive 
3. Familiarization: absorbing yourself in and thinking critically about the social 
contexts of your texts 
4. Coding 
5. Power, knowledge, and persuasion: investigate your texts for effects of ‘truth’ 
6. Rupture and resilience: take notice of inconsistencies within your texts 
7. Silence: silence as discourse and discourses that silence 
These stages are not meant to inhibit interpretations or even be strictly adhered to, but 
rather serve as a starting point for perceptive and attentive analysis. 
4.1 Stage One: Choice of Source Materials 
4.1.1 Digital Print Media (i.e. Newspapers) 
Theorizing Indigenous realities is difficult and challenging (de Leeuw et al. 2012; 
de Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron 2010). One way of dealing with this challenge is by 
entering into a conversation with public media about discursive representations of “the 
Indian.” I have chosen to use qualitative methods of data collection of digitized print 
media sources. Qualitative methods allow me a considerable amount of in-depth analysis 
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concerning the interplay between social and discursive processes of oppression 
(Winchester 2010). Arguably, this approach is a less invasive way (than using humans as 
subjects) of analyzing Indigenous constructions and theorizing the effects of such 
discourses on Indigenous peoples’ health.  
As I have stated throughout, this research analyzes settler-colonial perceptions of 
Indigenous peoples. Interviews or surveys may have gleaned an idea of what sorts of 
opinions the non-Indigenous population holds, but I have chosen print media instead for 
several reasons: first, my research question is examining whether there is a pathologizing 
discourse in mainstream media. It makes sense, then, that I look at media itself. 
Moreover, newspapers, especially the opinion sections of newspapers, might provide 
access to several individuals’ thoughts and provide some insight into unconscious beliefs 
and opinions about the Indigenous population in Canada.  
Secondly, I am not just looking at what some non-Indigenous people think, but 
also how some voices have been selected over others to be featured in a newspaper that 
reaches and is read by thousands of people every day. An important part of this analysis 
is looking at which stories are chosen to be circulated and disseminated. Newspapers 
purport to carry “the news”—yet, they also publish opinions that are then dispersed to 
their audience. Newspapers are not just carriers of the news, therefore—they play a 
fundamental role in what story is chosen, what is emphasized within that story, and what 
is not. Therefore, this research is not just an analysis of non-Indigenous attitudes and 
beliefs about Indigenous peoples, but is also an analysis of the role media plays as an 
integral component of our settler-colonial society in perpetuating particular 
representations. 
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Thirdly, I chose to analyze newspapers instead of some other form of media 
because, for one, I felt that newspapers could provide me some methodological 
consistency. For another, newspapers are the longest running and first form of media, 
having been established for approximately 140 years. As a result, my analysis of 
contemporary news articles will benefit from the research of other scholars on historical 
newspaper coverage of Indigenous-related events. This will enable an understanding of 
any changes that have occurred in this coverage over the past several decades, as well as 
the ability to track the trajectory of discursive constructions over time. 
I chose to collect articles from The Globe and Mail for this analysis. As one of 
two national newspapers in Canada, The Globe and Mail provides access to perspectives 
from across the country13. The Globe is a daily newspaper, producing a paper six days a 
week. They self-describe on their website as the most read newspaper across Canada with 
a readership of 3.5 million. This newspaper’s reach and readership is an important reason 
that I chose to collect data on the Globe. 
4.1.2 Data Collection 
To collect these articles I used the e-journal Canadian NewsStream. Canadian 
NewsStream is an electronic database that provides access to the articles, columns, 
editorials and features published in a variety of Canadian newspapers, from 1977 to the 
present. There are pros and cons to having chosen to collect and analyze articles in this 
digital format. A major con is that I do not have the benefit of seeing exactly where 
articles are placed in the newspaper. For instance, is an article that discusses racism 
toward Indigenous peoples tucked away into a corner or is it placed right next to a large 
                                                            
13 However, The Globe does also feature a provincial specific section. This provincial specificity did not 
form part of my analysis. 
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ad for racist Halloween costumes? These are important considerations. However, my data 
collection is centered on opinion pieces including editorials, letters to the editor, and 
columnists; therefore, placement of an article is less important because these items are 
typically slotted into the same space. Another con is the lack of photos in the digital 
format archive (a gross oversight that I hope digital databases will one day change), but 
again, considering my data foci, photos are not essential to my analysis.  
Table 1. Data Collection from The Globe and Mail - 2008 
Globe and Mail – 2008 
Search 
Terms 
Total # 
of 
Results 
Results after 
Duplicates & 
Irrelevant 
Removed 
News 
Articles 
Opinion Pieces 
(Editorials, 
Letters to the 
Editor, Columns) 
Relevant 
Opinion 
Pieces 
      
Indian 2018 393 312 81 
 
44 
Native 2168  580 442 138 
 
21 
First 
Nations 
344 82 65 27 
 
6 
Aboriginal 899 449 344 105 
 
25  
Indigenous 227 132 115 17 
 
5 
Métis 84 22 21 1  
 
0 
Inuit 188 111 99 12 
 
3 
      
Totals 5928 1769 1388 381  104 
 
Many of these 381 opinion articles mentioned the keywords which formed my initial 
search—Indigenous, Aboriginal, First Nations, Indian, Native, Metis, Inuit—in passing 
and were, therefore, not relevant. An example of this would be articles that mentioned an 
individual from the Department of “Indian Affairs,” but which had nothing to do with 
Indigenous-related topics beyond this one brief mention. There were also several 
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irrelevant articles which referred to an individual being “[n]ative to” some specific region 
of the globe or references to “Indian” referring to an individual from India. 
I further discarded articles based on my exclusion criteria. I chose to exclude 
articles that were focused on land claims issues and/or treaty rights. There are multiple 
reasons for this decision: 1) I felt that an expertise in the history of land claims issues 
would be necessary for this kind of analysis, as well as perhaps a knowledge of laws, 
legal language, etc., which I do not have; 2) there were many articles that focused on 
different land claims or treaty rights that were locally and contextually specific, which 
again, I did not know the history of, and I also found the sheer number of land issues to 
be too broad. I could have chosen to focus on one specific land claim issue, but this 
would have required more research into the history of this issue and would have 
potentially exceeded the confines of an MA as well as altered the focus of this research; 
3) partly because my data was collected from a national newspaper, there would not have 
been enough documents to focus specifically on one land claim issue within this data; and 
4) these previous points constituted a practical reason for narrowing my data to what is 
attainable within this research and allowing me to focus more intensely on fewer articles. 
After discarding items based on my inclusion and exclusion criteria, I was left 
with 104 opinion pieces. I thoroughly read each of these 104 articles. I then coded these 
articles into their descriptive categories: band council; alcohol-related; education; land 
claims/treaty rights; residential schools; the reserve; TRC; polar bears; the apology; 
“savages”; Yellow Quill. Within these articles, three identifiable events emerged: 
Stephen Harper’s 2008 apology, “savages,” and Yellow Quill. There was too much 
textual material to analyze all three of these events; therefore, I selected two of these 
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events to focus an in-depth Foucauldian discourse analysis. Yellow Quill concerned the 
death of two young children—Kaydance and Santana Pauchay, 1 and 3 years old—on 
Yellow Quill First Nation near the end of January 2008. With the exception of news 
articles, coverage of this incident included nine opinion pieces in the form of seven 
columns, one editorial, and one letter to the editor. The second event concerned Dick 
Pound’s comment—“un pays de sauvages”—made during the Summer Olympics in 
Beijing, China in August 2008. I analyzed the responses to his remarks published two 
months later, which primarily comprised 18 letters to the editor and one column.  
I did not select ‘the apology’ over either of the other events for a number of 
reasons. The apology concerned then Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s apology given in 
2008 for the residential school system. I felt that looking at the discourse surrounding 
‘the apology’ would also necessitate looking at all articles written about residential 
schools: the combination of the two made for too much data to effectively analyze. In 
addition, analyzing the apology would have required a further analysis of the politics of 
apologies in general (as was done in Waterstone and de Leeuw’s 2010 A Sorry State: 
Apology Excepted), and, therefore, might have detracted from the focus of my research 
question and objectives. Thus, I elected to analyze these other two emergent events 
because they were more pertinent to my research question: Is there evidence of a 
pathologizing discourse in mainstream media? Yellow Quill allowed me to track the 
evolution of one particular discussion over the course of weeks. “Un pay de sauvages” 
gave me a diversity of opinions in reaction to a blatant racist remark. This occurrence 
also enabled a discussion of the media’s ethical role in disseminating unfolding events 
that, by doing so, contribute to perpetuating racist stereotypes.  
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4.1.3 Situated Example: Brian Sinclair 
One particular circumstance that falls within this time period and that I have 
chosen to focus on is the fatality of Brian Sinclair. Brian Sinclair was an Indigenous man, 
and double amputee, who died of a treatable bladder infection in the Winnipeg Health 
Sciences Centre Emergency Room on September 20th, 2008. I closely analyzed secondary 
literature; most specifically, The Fatality Inquiries Act, in addition to primary research on 
news articles surrounding Brian Sinclair’s death. As a non-Indigenous person, speaking 
about Indigenous health realities can be problematic; it is often difficult and, at times, 
uncomfortable. I am well aware that there continues to be an objectification and 
“othering” of certain bodies, as occurred in 2015 when poet laureate Kenneth Smith (a 
white male) took severe poetic license in reading the autopsy report of Michael Brown (a 
black male who was fatally shot by a white police officer) and deemed it “art.” My 
intention was not to objectify Brian Sinclair in the same way that Kenneth Smith 
objectified Michael Brown or to treat Brian Sinclair’s body as a spectacle that requires 
examination. Neither is my intention to (re)produce non-Indigenous knowledges about 
Indigenous peoples for which there is a long history of non-Indigenous peoples talking 
about and dehumanizing Indigenous bodies. I aimed to critically explore non-Indigenous 
attitudes, biases, and actions about Indigenous peoples so as to understand the role these 
played in what happened to Brian Sinclair. Principle 6 of the TRC (2015) calls on “[a]ll 
Canadians, as Treaty peoples, [to] share responsibility for establishing and maintaining 
mutually respectful relationships” (4). And the reminder that: “Reconciliation is not an 
Aboriginal problem; it is a Canadian one” (Canadian TRC summary). As a non-
Indigenous researcher, it is a social imperative to address non-Indigenous 
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misrepresentations of Indigenous peoples and to examine the extent to which racist, 
colonial stereotypes are perpetuated through news media and how they might contribute 
to Indigenous health inequities. Only by talking about tragedies such as what happened to 
Brian Sinclair, can a deeply-embedded injustice—that (too-often) fails to engage a 
conversation within mainstream Canadian society—be addressed. 
Brian Sinclair’s death deserves attention. The story of how it manifested needs to 
be heard. Brian Sinclair’s (lack of) treatment  should be understood as part of a long 
history of colonialism, as part of a historical discourse that permeates and produces 
contemporary social relations between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples, and as 
linked to the prolific health disparities afflicting Indigenous peoples and communities 
(Reading and Wien 2013; de Leeuw, Greenwood, and Cameron 2010). The data I 
gathered from The Globe underpinned my analysis of Brian Sinclair’s lack of treatment 
and resulting fatality. This link helps me establish the pervasiveness of a particular 
discourse that is embedded in social and institutional structures (de Leeuw, Greenwood, 
and Cameron 2010, 282). Understanding what happened to Brian Sinclair as socially-
produced opens up the possibility of further bridging the gap between a theoretical 
discussion surrounding Indigenous misrepresentations and the real-life experiences of 
Indigenous peoples resulting from such constructions with the ultimate intention of 
preventing further deaths caused by racism. 
4.2 Stage Two: Become Reflexive 
Suspending pre-existing categories of thought is very important when conducting 
a Foucauldian discourse analysis. The intention is to get out from under the rules that 
construct what is “natural” and perceive what needs to be scrutinized (Foucault 1972, 
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25). Of course, this is an impossible task because there are no positions of objectivity as 
all knowledge is socially constituted, according to Foucault. To really see with “fresh 
eyes” requires distance. However, this does not mean that researchers cannot become 
more self-critically aware. One of the ways to do this is to constantly be aware of our 
own positionality as the research unfolds: “how has the research process made different 
aspects of your subject position irrelevant/relevant or visible/invisible?” (Waitt 2010, 
225). I remained keenly aware of my own position as a non-Indigenous individual while 
examining stories told about Indigenous peoples in media articles. My position as a 
settler person was further relevant to my examination of the colonial discourses within 
which Indigenous peoples were being represented in media. Secondly, I carefully 
documented my interpretation process. Part of this process necessitated explicit 
explanations of how a text demonstrates a particular discourse. It also required that I 
diligently analyzed the words of the author of each text in order to arrive at an 
interpretation that did not approach each text with prior assumptions, but was gleaned 
from the text itself. Finally, my analysis of texts required that I interrogate details that 
were presented as factual and, thus, “naturalized”—always a crucial element of 
conducting Foucauldian discourse analysis. 
4.3 Stage Three: Familiarization with Social Context of Texts 
An essential component of the familiarization process is locating the texts I am 
using within their historical and social context. To aid me in this endeavor, Waitt (2010) 
has provided three tables that provide a series of questions which are meant to 
“investigate all texts as expressions of knowledge production and a subtle form of social 
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power that constitutes particular social realities” (Waitt, 226). The first table is intended 
to investigate authorship of a text: 
Table 2. Strategies for Investigating the Social Circumstances of Authorship in Which 
Discourse is Produced (adapted from Waitt 2010) 
Social Circumstances of 
Authorship 
Questions Why is this important in 
the context of establishing 
or maintaining particular 
social realities? 
Social Who made the text?  
Who commissioned the 
text? 
 
Who owns the text?  
What are the relationships 
between the maker, the 
owner, and the subject of the 
text? 
 
When was the text made?  
Where was the text made?  
Why was the text made?  
Technological What technologies does the 
author rely upon to produce 
the text—for example, the 
internet? 
 
Content/Aesthetic Does the subject matter of 
the text address the social 
identities and relationships 
of its maker, owner, or 
intended audience? 
 
 
In particular, I reflected on the social dynamics that are brought into a text by examining 
the letters which were chosen for publication; the frequency that one columnist wrote 
about Yellow Quill and the effects of its repetition; the dynamic between non-Indigenous 
Euro-settler voices commenting on Indigenous-related occurrences; the relationship 
between the newspaper and the author’s comments.  
 The second strategy for investigating the social circumstances in which a 
discourse is produced involves considering the text itself: 
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Table 3. Strategies for Investigating the Social Circumstances of the Text in Which 
Discourse is Produced (adapted from Waitt 2010) 
Production and circulation 
of a text 
Questions Why is this 
important? 
Social Does your selected text recirculate texts 
found elsewhere? For instance, can the 
same text be found on the internet? 
 
Technological How has technology affected the 
production of the text? 
 
Content/aesthetic What is the subject matter?  
What is, or are, the genre(s) of your 
selected text?  
 
Is your text one of a series?  
What are the conventional 
characteristics of your selected genre of 
text? 
 
Is your selected text contradictory, 
critical, or in some way different from 
those circulated elsewhere? 
 
What is the ‘vantage’ point of the 
viewer/reader in relationship to the text? 
In other words, how is the reader 
positioned in relationship to the text? 
 
 
Investigating the text itself involved being aware of inconsistencies within the letters. The 
subject matter of each of these events was especially important to consider. The 
recirculation and repetition of similar discourses across both events and within each event 
was an important element with which to be cognizant. 
 The final strategy for investigation involves thinking about how the audience is 
intended to receive the text with a consideration of these questions: 
Table 4. Strategies for Investigating the Social Circumstances of the Audience in Which 
Discourse is Produced (adapted from Waitt 2010) 
The audience for the text Questions Why is this 
important? 
Social Who is/are the original audience(s)?  
What are the conventions of how an 
audience engages with this text? (Think 
about the norms or social conventions) 
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How actively does an audience engage 
with your selected text? 
 
Technological How is your selected text displayed?  
How is your selected text stored?  
Do the technologies of display/storage 
affect the audiences/ interpretation? 
 
What are the social norms of reading, 
viewing, or listening to your selected 
text? 
 
Content/aesthetic Where is the reader/viewer/listener 
positioned in relationship to your 
selected text? 
 
What sort of relationship is produced 
between the reader/viewer/listener and 
your selected text? 
 
 
I cannot make claims about how a text is influencing an audience. However, I was able to 
track the repetition of particular discourses and their intended effect. Whether or not the 
audience agrees with the message of an article does not take away from what kind of 
message the author of an article might be attempting to impart to their audience. Of 
course, this process is problematic as well. Sometimes it is impossible to interpret how an 
author intends their words to be read. Communication through words alone is tricky. 
Letters to the editor were much more difficult to analyze than the series of columns 
written by Christie Blatchford. However, sometimes intention can be inferred depending 
on the words used, the context, the repetition (as was the case with Blatchford’s articles), 
clarity of writing, and several other factors that affect potential interpretations. In cases 
where I was unsure about the meaning of an article, I chose to leave it unanalyzed.  
 I analyzed a variety of opinion pieces: columns, editorials, and letters to the 
editor. The relationship of a columnist to their audience is more authoritative than the 
words of an individual who authored a letter to the editor. The differences in these 
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aspects were considered. Remembering that the audience is not passive, yet being attuned 
to how the newspaper and the author of the article intend their text to be received, and 
even who the authors might presume their audience to be, is illuminating. Waitt (2010) 
emphasizes that “an author will draw on particular discourses, mindful of the needs, 
demands, and fantasies of the intended audience” (228). Drawing connections between an 
author’s discourse and wider societal discourses helped identify any recurring discourses 
within these texts. 
 These three charts served as a guide as I analyzed my data. Their intention was to 
aid in my analysis by provoking critical thought and considerations of the interplay of 
author, text, and audience within the framing of power, discourse, and knowledge. 
Therefore, I did not answer each of these questions in my analysis, but rather used them 
as a jumping off point for interpreting texts.  
4.4 Stage Four: Coding 
 I first performed a quantitative search of key words which emerged from a review 
of the 104 opinion pieces. Of the 28 opinion articles that I closely analyzed, I first coded 
for description. This process involved closely reading each text and organizing them 
based on what they were literally saying. I next coded for interpretation, which involved 
an interpretation of each document with a consideration of the strategies for investigating 
the social circumstances in which discourse is produced.  
4.5 Stage Five: Effects of “Truth” 
 Foucault focused on ‘how particular knowledge is sustained as “truth”’ (aka. truth 
effects).  Truth effects are fundamental to an analysis of discursive structures. My 
analysis of newspaper coverage, therefore, looked for effects of truth. This process 
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involved an observant interpretation of discursive constructions that may have been 
presented as objective “knowledge.” Some articles made selective use of facts or factual 
evidence in order to persuade the audience towards a particular “truth.” In these cases, 
facts were used to create truth effects that appeared natural or common sensical. Truth 
effects are persuasive forms of social control. As such, truth effects were particularly 
important to be cognizant of within the colonial context of Indigenous mis/representation 
in media.  
4.6 Stage Six: Inconsistencies 
 An essential part of conducting a Foucauldian discourse analysis involved 
remaining alert to inconsistencies within texts, to ruptures and discursive ambiguities. I 
paid particular attention to contradictory discourses within my analysis of letters to the 
editors and between editorials, letters, or columns for each event. Being alert to the fact 
that discourses are complicated and diverse allowed for a more nuanced interpretation of 
colonial discourses and helped me to avoid the trap of perceiving discourses within a 
simplistic binary form. 
4.7 Stage Seven: Discursive Silences 
 
A particular component of discourse analysis is being aware of not only what is 
present, but what is not (Waitt 2010). Often what is silenced, or who is silenced, is 
equally (if not more) important to explore than what is said. As previously mentioned, 
Foucault’s theory on power/knowledge and discourse perceives power as a force in 
society that privileges certain ways of speaking, and as a consequence, undermines 
alternative discourses. Thus, my discursive analysis explored who had the authority to 
speak in these texts and whose subjectivities might have been muzzled. I attempted to 
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determine this by asking multiple questions: whose voice, and which discursive theme, is 
privileged over alternative stories? (Waitt 2010). Which stories, or discourses, recurred 
most often and who told them? How might some discourses reflect a particular 
worldview? Were non-Indigenous constructions of Indigenous peoples privileged over 
how Indigenous peoples would characterize themselves, and in what way? Doing 
Foucauldian discourse analysis effectively necessitated an exhaustive questioning of what 
is being said by whom, when, how, and why (Waitt 2010). It also demanded that I 
continually questioned my own position and assumptions. I did this by reading over each 
text multiple times and writing down my impressions of what each text literally said each 
time. I then compared these notes to look for any inconsistencies in my analysis and 
interpretation. Such an approach strengthened the validity of the analysis and ensured I 
was remaining reflexive to the best of my ability (McLaren 2009). 
Conclusion 
In sum, I collected 104 opinion pieces from the Globe and Mail during the year 
2008. Of these 104 articles, I narrowed my focus to 28 opinion pieces. I conducted a 
Foucauldian discourse analysis of 14 of these 28 articles, nine of which were related to 
the tragic accident involving the death of two young children on Yellow Quill First 
Nation. The remaining five articles that I closely analyzed comprised letters to the editor 
responding to racist remarks about Indigenous peoples made by Dick Pound and/or 
Margaret Wente. In addition to these articles from the Globe, I also analyzed The Fatality 
Inquiries Act concerning the death of Brian Sinclair, and 118 news articles across the 
country reporting on the circumstances of Brian Sinclair’s death. The next chapter will 
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focus on the analysis of these articles in-depth and include further discussions on each 
section. 
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
“We have never admitted to ourselves that we were, and still are, a colonial power.”  
– Paul Martin, former PM of Canada (Kennedy 2012). 
 
First Impressions 
As I weeded through thousands of articles14, in the first stage of discarding and 
narrowing, my initial impressions were that the Globe’s newspaper coverage of 
Indigenous peoples and communities is overwhelmingly framed in terms of problems. 
Over and over again, the general consensus among news articles, editorials, columns, and 
letters to the editor, was that of a "problem people." I initially narrowed my search by 
limiting my data to opinion articles only: editorials, letters, and columns. I felt that 
focusing on letters, editorials, and columns was the most efficient way to examine a 
cross-section of voices weighing in on what is considered Indigenous-related events. I 
found the database I used to search and collect these articles—Canadian NewsStream—to 
be somewhat unreliable for tagging and sorting news pieces under their appropriate 
section (i.e. column versus news article). What this means is, although I did not focus on 
news articles for the close-reading discursive analysis I conducted, I did have to manually 
sort through each article to determine if it fit my search criteria. Because of this manual 
process, I encountered a good deal of articles that are not included in my core data 
documents per se, but which left an impression nonetheless. I kept track of these initial 
impressions in a journal as I went along. The general sense of how Indigenous “issues” 
were framed across all 5928 documents—with full acknowledgement that this part of my 
analysis was not exhaustive and constitutes surface impressions only—was unfortunately 
stereotypical. This is not to suggest that there were no positive framings: more that the 
                                                            
14 A process that was painful for its volume, but at least as much for its content. 
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negative stereotypical framings were so copious that they tended to overshadow most 
others. This initial finding is in keeping with Anderson and Robertson (2011) who 
similarly found that “pro-Native” or “anti-colonial missives” were present in news 
reportage, but in such few numbers that they “drowned in the sea of colonial imagination 
that otherwise dominated the news” (269). This negative, colonial backdrop is important 
to keep in mind as the wider context within which the discourse surrounding these two 
events I discuss unfolds. 
PART I: YELLOW QUILL 
On January 30th of 2008, Kaydance and Santana Pauchay, 1 and 3 years old, died 
after prolonged exposure to -51 C weather on Yellow Quill First Nation Reserve in 
Saskatchewan. 30 news articles were written about this tragic incident and Yellow Quill 
First Nation, generally. Of these 30 articles, nine were opinion pieces and constitute the 
focus of this analysis. All nine articles fell within approximately three weeks of each 
other. Seven of them took the form of columns with one editorial and one letter to the 
editor. Six of the seven columns were authored by long-time columnist of the Globe 
Christie Blatchford, who over the course of her decades-long career as a columnist and 
journalist has also written for Toronto Sun and National Post (her current employer). I 
will be analyzing each of these nine articles in turn, beginning with Blatchford’s first 
column, published on February 2nd.  
"Canada's native reserves deserve foreign correspondent treatment"  
Using the deaths of these two girls, Blatchford seemingly seizes the opportunity 
to denigrate Yellow Quill reserve, and by extension, all First Nation reserves, and 
Indigenous peoples in general. Her first paragraph reads as follows: 
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My friend Tracy Nesdoly has said for decades that if she were running a Canadian 
newspaper, she would treat coverage of aboriginals and aboriginal issues as a 
foreign bureau, complete with foreign correspondent and travel budget. 
Suggesting that Indigenous peoples and First Nation reserves are “foreign” or should be 
treated as such is a common thread within all of Blatchford’s writings about Yellow 
Quill. Positioning herself as a sympathetic Canadian who only wants to help Indigenous 
peoples and bring attention to “conditions on the reserve”—described as “worse than in a 
Third World country”—Blatchford implies that the only way the rest of “us Canadians” 
can understand what is happening on First Nations reserves is to examine with “fresh 
eyes and wonder” what is strange, exotic, alien. Suggesting that First Nations peoples 
should be treated as strangers on their own land is a strong example of the discourse of 
othering (to say nothing of its colonial overtones). More specifically, this is an example 
of binary polarization (“us” versus “them”) in which Indigenous peoples are yet again 
positioned as distinctly different from the rest of Canadians. Binary polarization not only 
marks Indigenous peoples as “other,” but implies that this otherness is undesirable as it 
positions this difference outside an imagined Canadian identity (Henry and Tator 2006, 
26-27). It is also deeply dehumanizing.  
Throughout this article, and the rest of her columns, Blatchford draws on 
stereotypical images to support this discourse of otherness. For instance, Blatchford relies 
heavily on the stereotype of the drunken Indian. While it is true that the Pauchay girls’ 
father was drinking the night they died from exposure to extreme Saskatchewan weather, 
Blatchford seems to relish in this fact as she recites it over and over. In this sole article, 
she mentions alcohol 9 times. Most often, alcohol is mentioned in reference to Mr. 
Pauchay and his wife in a clear attempt to demonstrate that they are poor parents. To this 
end, she chooses to inform her audience of a list of “facts” about the family: “the 
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Pauchays were 21 and 18 respectively when they had their first baby”; “neither parent 
appears to have been working”; “they were drinking heavily on a Monday night”; and, 
“there was no telephone in the house. No phone in the house, in 2008.” Plenty of parents 
have children when they are young (in fact, my own parents had their first child at the 
same age as the Pauchays). Yet, Blatchford presents this information as evidence of some 
wrong-doing, as deviant and most definitely irresponsible behaviour. She conjectures that 
neither parent was working, even though she does not know if this is true, and the reader 
has no idea where she received this information. Communicating that the Pauchays were 
drinking heavily on a Monday night is another attempt to imply that this is deviant and 
irresponsible behaviour because, I assume, it did not fall in line with normative 
perceptions of cultural drinking patterns (i.e. it was not on a weekend). Finally, the fact 
that the Pauchays have no phone is presented as another cue that this family is abnormal, 
irresponsible, and that their family-life does not align with Blatchford’s conception of a 
civilized, modern society.  
Blatchford does not outright refer to the Pauchays as uncivilized; instead, she 
describes their behavior and lifestyle as such, demonstrating what Fleras and Kunz 
(2001) observed about a shift in racist discourse from biological essentialisms (i.e. 
Indigenous peoples are “uncivilized”) to behavioural terms (i.e. Indigenous peoples are 
acting in an uncivilized manner) (qtd. in Anderson and Robertson 2011, 270). According 
to Anderson and Robertson, "if a person is basically defined by his or her behaviour, then 
it matters little whether you are called a savage or merely described as behaving like one" 
(270). The authors even argue that describing savagery in behavioural terms is more 
effective as a means of negative portrayal because it establishes “evidence” and, 
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therefore, lends the pretense of credibility to their argumentation (270). This discursive 
change, therefore, also represents a move away from easily recognizable personal attacks 
to more subtle forms of racialized criticism. Moreover, whereas biological essentialism 
emphasizes that attributes are naturally ingrained in people or groups of people, 
supposedly objective behavioural observations instead shift blame onto individuals who 
make “poor choices” according to selected norms. Thus, when Blatchford argues that the 
oldest child “to [her] untrained and jaundiced eye [appears] to have some of the features 
of fetal alcohol effects” (a conclusion she has drawn by looking at a photo), her implicit 
suggestion is that the parents made irresponsible decisions. The overarching point of 
these observations and representations is to establish a pattern of behaviour that serves as 
further evidence that the parents are both stereotypical “drunk Indians.”  
At every opportunity the author attempts to undermine information that conflicts 
with her own opinion of that night’s events. For instance, relatives of the family 
suggested that Mr. Pauchay left home with his children on this night because one of them 
might have been sick or hurt. Blatchford phrases the presentation of this information as 
follows: “perhaps it is true but it comes from relatives and sounds as though borne in 
kindness for him.” The entire purpose of this statement is to plant seeds of doubt in the 
minds of readers, which is reinforced when she says Mr. Pauchay was “ostensibly” 
headed for his sister’s house. Her lexical and syntactic choices are structured to undercut 
the Pauchays so that her own concocted narrative is comparatively more believable. 
Readers are then primed to accept her assessment when she goes on to say that, “my own 
crass and cynical thought is to wonder whether Mr. Pauchay had simply run out of booze 
and was on a hunt for more”—a version of events that she attempts to lend credibility to 
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by informing her readers that she “comes from a long line of alcoholics on her mother’s 
side” and, thus, has first-hand knowledge of alcoholic behaviour. After the relatives’ 
testimonies had already been cast into doubt, Blatchford recounts how his sister, Bernita, 
said “[Mr. Pauchay] remembers carrying the youngsters in his arms, remembers falling in 
the snow, remembers being frightened.” Immediately afterwards, Blatchford states the 
reader should “[c]onsider some of the other facts,” as if to say that Mr. Pauchay and his 
family’s relation of events are mere stories, while Blatchford’s own opinions are literal 
“facts.” It is not just Mr. Pauchay who is painted as a liar; this notion is extended to his 
whole family. These rhetorical strategies are one way that Blatchford attempts to 
persuade her readers to agree with her point of view. 
"Yellow Quill was so ripe for tragedy" 
Under the guise of contextualizing the Pauchay girls’ deaths, Blatchford’s next 
batch of columns about Yellow Quill build upon the same stereotypical discourses I 
identified in the first column. In particular, a heavy emphasis on the stereotype of 
Indigenous corruption is featured and bolstered by a technique of tokenization. 
Tokenization occurs when the views of Indigenous peoples are selectively incorporated 
into articles in order to promote stereotypical representations and/or support the dominant 
discourse in play (Harding 2006, 225). In this way, Indigenous voices are being included 
in newspapers, but most often in ways that distort and shape these voices to fit the 
author’s deliberate discursive framing. In this article, published 11 days after the first on 
February 13th, Blatchford insinuates that a lack of “good governance” on the reserve is 
what is partly responsible for the Pauchay girls’ deaths.  
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Using the voice of Don Sandberg, whom she identifies as the Frontier Centre for 
Public Policy’s aboriginal policy fellow and “member of the Norway House Cree Nation 
who has lived on reserves in two provinces,” Blatchford makes her case for bad 
governance on Yellow Quill reserve and its resultant (in her opinion) lack of prosperity. 
Blatchford states that the questionnaires Don Sandberg was handing out at Yellow Quill 
when she met him (questionnaires which are used to determine Yellow Quill’s rank 
within the Aboriginal Governance Index) “could have predicted, if not precisely the 
tragedy which unfolded here, at least accurately described the ground that was so ripe for 
something like it to happen.” Exhibiting a discourse of victim blaming, Blatchford points 
the finger at Yellow Quill First Nation, which she later conflates with all reserves, as the 
ones responsible for the girls’ deaths. She does this by painting Yellow Quill as a place of 
squalor, a stereotypical portrayal that she backs up through the selective use of Don 
Sandberg’s voice. During her “wandering and directionless tour”—in which the reader is 
presumably supposed to infer the people of Yellow Quill are equally lacking a general 
aim or purpose—she describes the houses of Yellow Quill as “simple, small, plain and 
often overcrowded.” The town itself exhibits very little infrastructure, with “no natural 
resource sector,” and high unemployment. The picture the reader is given is of a barren 
and “underdeveloped” town, where expectations of success are unlikely, if not 
impossible. Similarly, a prominent trend in Ledwell’s (2014) analysis of 198 news 
articles covering the Idle No More movement found that 67.7% characterized living 
conditions for Indigenous peoples as generally negative (20).  
The reason for Yellow Quill’s “very little affluence,” Blatchford states, is due to 
band council corruption and financial mismanagement. Corruption and financial 
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mismanagement are common charges in news media and comprise a long list of alleged 
Indigenous shortcomings (Ledwell 2014, 20; Anderson and Robertson 2011, 274; Maslin 
2002; 48). Because of this supposed mismanagement of funds, Yellow Quill is under 
third-party management, as a “measure of last resort” in order to “[protect] the Ottawa 
funds from creditors.” The funds allotted to Yellow Quill are six-million dollars a year, 
according to Blatchford. “Six-million dollars a year sounds like a fair chunk of change, 
given that it is destined for a reserve with only about 600-800 band members,” she says. 
Six-million dollars does, indeed, sound like a lot of money until you factor in the 
allotment per individual, which is a mere $7500 to $10,000 investment per person for an 
entire year. As a point of reference, the amount of per student funding in public 
elementary and secondary schools in BC was $11,832 in 2011. It is the second lowest 
expenditure per student in Canada (after P.E.I) ("Summary Elementary and Secondary 
School Indicators for Canada, the Provinces and Territories, 2006/2007 to 2010/2011," 
Statistics Canada). Yet, the amount of money per student in BC is still higher than what 
people living on Yellow Quill First Nation receive for all expenditures, not just 
education. However, Blatchford omits this kind of information that would provide a basis 
of comparison which would contextualize for her readers how much money is spent on 
non-Indigenous communities. Instead, she chooses to emphasize another stereotype: 
Indigenous peoples receiving government handouts—funds which they lack the 
capability to manage on their own.  
Another of Blatchford’s columns on Yellow Quill (her fifth) published on 
February 21st, “Grants go missing in Yellow Quill,” chiefly focuses on this same 
stereotype of Indigenous corruption. This article was allegedly about informing the public 
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about misappropriated funding from the "Claiming Victory" project which is intended for 
those who suffered from sexual and physical abuse from residential schools. However, 
the article reads as a treatise on the corruption of Indigenous peoples. According to 
Stephen Hume, columnist for the Vancouver Sun, “[t]he myth of the drunken Indian has 
been retired in favour of the legend of the crooked band council” (qtd. in McCue). It 
appears that Blatchford is following this same trajectory: her first column predominantly 
centered on the narrative of the drunken Indian, which she then seemingly uses as a 
springboard to focus on alleged Indigenous corruption. However, rather than retire the 
drunken Indian myth, she never fails to make mention of it in any of her columns about 
Yellow Quill. She reckons the reason for this alleged financial mismanagement is due to 
a “quarrelling council and chief” who she describes in a later article as “at war with each 
other.” The relationship between the band council members are repeatedly described in 
terms of petulant children who cannot reign in their temper, instead “[flying] off the 
handle.” Their characterization as unable to control their emotions is another attempt to 
imply Indigenous peoples are childish and violent—deep-rooted colonial stereotypes. 
She ends her second column, "Yellow Quill was so ripe for tragedy," quoting, 
again, from Don Sandberg who says, “[w]e must show the ordinary band member that not 
all is given and that hard work is required – and that in times of need, we must volunteer, 
such as when our young are in crisis. It is a sad moment…when the phones go 
unanswered at a time of crisis simply because the funding from Ottawa has run out.” The 
suggestion here is that those living on the reserve are first and foremost lazy, leech off the 
government, and are so morally depraved that they are apathetic to the grief of fellow 
community members—all of which implies that they lack basic human compassion, and 
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are only motivated by money in the form of hand-outs from the government. On the 
whole, selectively tokenizing an Indigenous voice for her own purposes, Blatchford 
imparts the following message to her readership: that Yellow Quill, and all reserves as 
she implicitly suggests, are a breeding ground for tragedies to occur; negative events are 
“ripe” and just waiting to happen because nothing good happens here; no one should be 
surprised that two children died in this manner because reserves rife with corruption only 
produce alcoholics who are unfit to be parents. Stereotypical discursive framing such as 
this reinforces calls for government intervention into the lives of First Nations families 
and communities, and serves to justify their actions when they do intervene. This type of 
seemingly “common sense” logic, as Anderson and Robertson refer to it, underpins much 
of the colonial discourse about Indigenous peoples in Canadian mainstream media (259; 
276). 
"The fog of self-loathing, shame and despair is as thick as smoke" 
"Despair is the most destructive element there right now. It does lead to alcohol 
and drug abuse, it leads to crime and it leads to violence and it leads to neglect of 
children"72 (Anderson and Robertson 2011, 259). This quote, taken from a 4th of July, 
2005 news article in the Regina Leader-Post, so perfectly encapsulates the sentiment of 
Blatchford’s third column, “"The fog of self-loathing, shame and despair is as thick as 
smoke,” that it sounds as if it was taken from it directly. Despair describes a place or a 
people who have lost all hope. A keyword search of 104 opinion articles found that 
despair was mentioned 18 times. Recorded as one of my first impressions was how often 
the phrase “cycle of despair” circulated in all 5928 news articles and opinion pieces. 
Beginning with the imagery of disease, Blatchford contends that the “fog of self-loathing, 
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shame and despair” is “akin to a living organism that has infected so many members of 
the Yellow Quill First Nation that almost no one is exempt.” After describing the reserve 
as a barren, hopeless, corrupt place, Blatchford extends these racialized stereotypes to the 
people of Yellow Quill who are described in terms of a cancerous disease. To provide 
“evidence” of their supposed epidemic, she recounts a conversation she had with a 
community member who told her to stop writing “negative things about [his] people.” 
Implying he is guilty of the same charge, Blatchford discursively constructs this 
individual in the image of a caged animal: “for about an hour he raged, paced, moaned 
and almost tore his hair out in frustration as he spoke about the reserve, his people and 
their collective problems.” While not outright called a “savage,” Blatchford’s vivid 
description of his behaviour, arguably, constructs an equivocal representation which 
some readers may infer.  
In an obvious attempt to explain to Blatchford (and perhaps add contextualization 
to recent events), Blatchford twists this individual’s words to re-iterate her own opinion 
that “the picture he had painted” was a “place of utter despair” within “a culture where no 
one takes responsibility anymore.” Blatchford conflates community members of Yellow 
Quill First Nation with Indigenous culture, thereby, lending the impression that this 
“infection” she speaks of affects all Indigenous peoples. Furthermore, her inability to see 
the people of Yellow Quill as distinct, instead assuming that Indigenous peoples are all 
one and the same, exemplifies the discourse of a Monolithic Other:  non-Indigenous 
peoples “inability to recognize the enormous complexity... of [Indigenous] societies and 
the…ethnic, linguistic, cultural, and economic diversity” of this population of people is a 
continuing trend in the history of Indigenous and non-Indigenous relations (Henry and 
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Tator 2006, 122). This discourse, Henry and Tator state, imposes a homogenized 
“Indianness” that is “determined and defined by mainstream Canadian society” (122).   
The submissiveness and apathy that Blatchford contends are part of Yellow 
Quill’s disease are long-held stereotypes about Indigenous peoples which “provided the 
ideological foundation upon which the Indian Act was written into Canadian law" 
(Reading 2015, 9). All of Blatchford’s columns about Yellow Quill rely heavily on 
perpetuating this racialized stereotype. Rather than acknowledge the long history and 
continuation of colonialism, Blatchford deflects these realities to instead impart a classic 
discourse of victim-blaming: “[b]ut so ingrained,” she said, “is the culture of blaming 
someone else that when someone has a problem, they blame alcohol….” Anderson and 
Robertson found this same colonial sentiment—that Indigenous peoples refuse to take 
responsibility for their actions because they wish to blame everyone else for their 
circumstances—to be a common expression from their analysis of another Globe 
columnist, Margaret Wente (274). Blatchford’s rhetorical question that ends the column 
is further intended for her readership to point the finger back at Indigenous peoples for 
their “collective problems”: “[h]ow on earth did it come to this, that despair so perfumes 
the air?”   
 “Our people's “normal” is so out of whack” 
Blatchford’s fourth column about Yellow Quill exhibits further use of tokenism as 
she quotes many of Ms. Roper’s (who, the column says, grew up on Yellow Quill 
reserve, left when she was 16 years old and only recently returned as an adult) opinions 
about the reserve. Blatchford admits that Ms. Roper was “one of the many reasons” she 
came to Yellow Quill as she saw her on the news and found her “easily the most furious, 
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articulate voice.” Re-telling Ms. Roper’s story, Blatchford says that “she understands that 
sort of learned helplessness – powerlessness – as well as anyone can.” Referring to Ms. 
Roper’s experience of living in Yellow Quill is intended to lend weight to Blatchford’s 
accusations of powerlessness and helplessness. This same strategy was used in her first 
column when it was Blatchford herself who confided in the reader that she “knows” the 
signs of alcoholic behaviour in order to add credibility to her biased version of events the 
night Santana and Kaydance died. Piling on the metaphors, she refers to Yellow Quill as 
a “cesspool” and once again mentions the “collective numbness infecting Yellow Quill.” 
This infection is caused by the “disappointment [that] follows disappointment as 
elsewhere night follows days.” Her last article picks up on this discourse of disease. 
"It's no accident that what happens at Yellow Quill … happens" 
The last of Blatchford’s columns about Yellow Quill reiterates the stereotypes she 
perpetuated in every one of her previous columns. In her own words, she finds writing 
about Yellow Quill, “even for a week or two…exhausting.” She opens this article 
equating “life on the Yellow Quill reserve” to Will Rogers’ famous quote about 
Congress: “[t]his country has come to feel the same when Congress is in session as when 
the baby gets hold of a hammer.” In other words, these are children causing senseless 
destruction. Blatchford, apparently, does not mind giving “the people of that sprawling 
place” another “battering” as she spends the next approximately 100 words listing, what 
she views as, their shortcomings: this community is situated “[a]gainst a background of 
poverty,” the people have a “learned dependence…a band chief and council who have 
been pretty much at war with one another for years…its key finances are handled by an 
outside professional firm” and they “are beset by alcoholism and familial sexual 
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abuse….” This paragraph functions to set up her next statement: “[w]ith [these 
problems], it may seem” inconsequential that $60,000 in funds is missing—the funds she 
has spent considerable time talking about in her previous articles alongside depictions of 
supposed Indigenous corruption. Yellow Quill reserve and those like it, she decides, have 
“two separate but interconnected problems”: one, “the talent pool…is extremely shallow” 
and two, most people are so suspicious and untrusting of each other that they resent 
anyone who appears to be “doing even a little better.” At the beginning of this column, 
she infantilizes the people of this community and here she is saying they are not only 
stupid, but have no skills.  
In addition to these “problems,” she contends, is the “monumental apathy” that 
leaves people “so defeated, so numbed” to tragedies like the death of their most 
vulnerable community members, the Pauchay children. Charges of apathy in this article 
build upon one of her previous columns, “The fog of self-loathing, shame and despair is 
as thick as smoke,” to create a picture of this community and its people that is less than 
flattering. It is important to note that Blatchford’s visit to Yellow Quill is on the heels of 
the Pauchay girls’ passing. Yet, she writes as if this “despair,” “apathy,” and “shame” she 
purports to witness is “omnipresent”—in fact, she outrights says so. This is a claim that 
she cannot possibly prove after having spent only a short time there, but she presents this 
“information” as if it were the truth. It also ignores the unique context in which she is 
writing—the aftermath of these deaths—even as she continually specifies her reason for 
writing negatively about Yellow Quill is for the children: “I saw some bright, gorgeous 
children, full of promise, when I was there. They deserve better than this stew of 
sloppiness, incompetence, booze, incest and pain.” This “stew” is just another way of re-
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stating the supposed plague of problems infecting Yellow Quill. In other words, it is 
merely another way of encapsulating this community and its peoples within a 
pathologizing discursive construction. Painting this community as inherently “sick” is all 
to say, “[t]hat this happened here, at this place, is no bloody accident.” Similar to her 
second column, the insinuation is clear: nothing good happens here. This place is 
diseased.   
“The threat beyond our weather-stripped doors” 
Roy MacGregor’s column was the first opinion piece written in the Globe about 
Kaydance and Santana Pauchay’s deaths, published two days prior to Blatchford’s first 
column about Yellow Quill. His column takes a starkly different tone and focus than his 
fellow columnists’. The entirety of this column focuses on the danger of living in areas 
that experience extreme temperatures and the fatal effects of exposure. His opening line 
stipulates that “Canada’s unforgiving winter cannot be ignored as a factor in the deaths of 
a Saskatchewan toddler and her baby sister.” It is not until towards the end of the article 
that he even mentions alcohol, quoting an individual who says, “no one is denying that 
alcohol was likely a major factor. But the weather cannot entirely be ignored.” The 
effects of hypothermia, including extreme disorientation, are mentioned in this column, 
but are missing from all of Blatchford’s, who chalked up every reference to Mr. 
Pauchay’s confusion as alcohol-induced. Unfortunately, MacGregor’s column gets lost in 
the sea of colonial and pathologizing imagery that Blatchford has taken such pains to 
create and disseminate to her audience.  
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"Reserves inflict misery," Letter to the Editor 
In a letter to the editor printed in the February 4th issue, one individual engages 
with Blatchford’s implicit suggestion that reserves are the root cause of many 
“Indigenous problems” and it is the reserve system that led to the death of the Pauchay 
girls. As his title states and Blatchford’s columns put forth, “reserves inflict misery.” He 
goes on to ask “[w]hy do we continue to support the existing reserve system even as it 
inflicts profound pain and misery?” It is not entirely clear who “we” refers to; however, 
he later asks “would we stand by so passively if similar tragedies repeated themselves in 
non-native communities?” and, thus, seems to align himself with non-Indigenous 
Canadians. This individual’s question reveals a kind of paternalism that is akin to the 
colonial logic underpinning the 1969 White Paper, authored by former PM Jean Chrétien: 
arising out of what appears to be a benevolent concern, it still asks ‘what are we going to 
do about the “Indian problem”’? In doing so, it implicitly proposes the solution is to 
abolish the reserve system and, thus, exhibits the same assimilationist discourse that has 
been part of the colonial discourse about Indigenous peoples for decades.  
This question also presumes that non-Indigenous people are the arbiters of 
whether or not First Nation reserves should exist at all when it asks, “why do we continue 
to support” their existence? Acting as if Indigenous peoples are incapable of making 
these decisions themselves and, as a result, stripping them of their agency, it is assumed 
that Indigenous peoples are in need of the help of a white savior. According to Henry and 
Tator (2006), one of the common covert messages embedded in the everyday imagery of 
Indigenous peoples that circulates in news media is their supposed need for a white 
saviour (259). Similar to the 1969 White Paper, the intentions of this individual are good. 
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They clearly do not want Indigenous peoples to suffer and perceive some kind of 
inequality in their treatment as opposed to non-Indigenous communities. However, 
neither does this person take into account that one of the reasons Indigenous peoples face 
extreme socio-economic disadvantages is due to decades of non-Indigenous peoples 
presuming they know what is best. It is important to note that the reserve system is a 
space that was and is produced by non-Indigenous structures, laws, and peoples, but this 
important contextual information is missing from this individual’s letter. The letter writer 
ends stating that “leaders should be accountable – both on and off reserve,” which feeds 
into the stereotype of needing more accountable and transparent Indigenous governance, 
as it simultaneously acts as an implicit call for government intervention. On the whole, 
this letter reads as standard Canadian colonialism, exhibiting several colonial stereotypes, 
while it demonstrates that Blatchford’s negative portrayal of First Nation reserves are 
heard by at least one individual.  
“Too grave for a circle,” Editorial 
Editorials have long been considered the voice of the newspaper. The opinions in 
an editorial reflect the official stance of the editor or editorial board. Van Dijk (1996) 
refers to editorials as “the widest circulated opinion discourses of society.” In contrast to 
columns which express the personal views of the columnist, editorials are meant to be 
impersonal, or institutional, as they “support general (social, economic, cultural or 
political) opinions, usually shared by other elites” (Van Dijk). According to Van Dijk, 
“much critical media research suggests that general opinions of newspapers cannot be 
fully inconsistent with those of other elite institutions” and that this process is mutually 
influential. What this means is the general opinion expressed in well-known and 
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respected newspapers, and in this case The Globe and Mail, is generally consistent with 
and reflective of other Canadian institutions.  
The batch of opinion pieces on Yellow Quill and the Pauchay family included one 
editorial. Published nine months after the series of columns I have already analyzed, this 
editorial is no better than Blatchford’s columns for its invocation of racist stereotypes and 
colonial-style discourse. The editorial argues that Pauchay’s crimes are “too grave” for a 
“native sentencing circle,” referring to them as “[supporting] softer alternatives”—
presumably because they focus on restoration and rehabilitation as opposed to retribution, 
which is often considered a form of “justice” within the criminal justice system. 
Sentencing circles are hyperbolically described as, at best, resulting in “a community’s 
catharsis and at worst to a group hug.” In actuality, these circles are intended to critically 
and constructively deal with an offender’s crimes in a way that involves the entire 
community, as well as the victims (if they can and so choose) in order to prevent future 
crimes. They also, ideally, give the offender the opportunity to take responsibility for 
his/her crimes. However, what is actually involved in a sentencing circle is left out of this 
conversation, which to those who do not know what it entails, might take this author’s 
misrepresentations as fact.  
The author also states that ‘[t]he responsibility is not the bottle’s, or the country’s; 
it is his.” These kinds of comments elide the colonial context within which Indigenous 
peoples live—a point that is further emphasized by the author’s expressed opinion that 
“Mr. Pauchay’s incomprehensible crime evokes the larger tragedy of native peoples in 
Canada, in which vast numbers of native children are being raised in foster care because 
of a combination of parental neglect, abuse and poverty.” Again, the pathological framing 
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that is the “tragedy of native peoples” occurs within the same sentence that points the 
finger at Indigenous peoples for the outrageous proportion of Indigenous children 
currently in foster care. Blaming Indigenous parents for the gross overrepresentation of 
Indigenous children in foster care deliberately disregards the colonial arm of the 
government, both past and present, and continuing assimilation efforts, as most children 
are cared for by non-Indigenous families (Blackstock 2011). A point the author does not 
fail to mention, however, are several references to Mr. Pauchay’s “drunken haze.”  
Further Discussion 
To review, eight of the nine opinion pieces written about Yellow Quill in the year 
2008 (the vast majority of which were published within three weeks) included nearly 
every marginable racialized stereotype about Indigenous peoples. I identified repeated 
discourses of victim-blaming, the Monolithic Other, the drunken Indian, the corrupt band 
council, incompetent parents/adults, and general depravity. All of these discourses work 
together to paint a particular picture of Indigenous peoples that is no different than the 
negative, pathologizing portrayals that have dominated mainstream news media since 
their inception.  
I deliberately spent quite a bit of time and attention analyzing each of these 
articles about Yellow Quill, and Blatchford’s in particular, because I believe that their 
discursive power resides in their repetition. Amelia Kalant, author of National Identity 
and the Conflict at Oka, states “[t]he power of myths…is not to be found in the simple 
act of their telling: rather it is in their institutionalization, the repetition, and constant 
practice that shapes normal, regularized, social relations” (qtd. in Anderson and 
Robertson, 242). Therefore, she says, it is essential to question “whether the lasting 
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impression left by these moments slowly dissipates in the reasserted world of ‘normal 
life’” (242). The sheer saturation of articles written about Yellow Quill within this brief 
time-period accumulates to produce a powerful image of an “unhealthy culture.” In the 
words of Anderson and Robertson, the repetition of these images about Indigenous 
peoples have “become nearly invisible because of their ubiquity” (2011, 258).  
The way that Blatchford frames the story of the Pauchay girls’ deaths over the 
course of her columns is remarkably similar to a series of 2005 articles analyzed by 
Anderson and Robertson (2011) about a young Indigenous girl’s disappearance in 
Regina’s Leader-Post. Attempts to contextualize the story of her disappearance only end 
up perpetuating a “colonial morality tale” (258) as both the reserve and Indigenous 
peoples are yet again described as living in squalor, addicted to drugs and alcohol and 
unable to curb their violent impulses. These are, in effect, “savages.” The fact that this 
2005 article is published in a local newspaper in the province of Saskatchewan might 
indicate that there is little difference in coverage of Indigenous peoples and communities 
from what I have analyzed in The Globe and Mail. This finding might contradict 
Weston’s (1996) conclusions and support de Leeuw’s  (2004) finding that local letters to 
the editor are racist (keeping in mind that this is one article and a larger sample of articles 
from local newspapers would be necessary to make this statement more affirmative). 
Maslin’s (2002) research of the social construction of Indigenous peoples in 
Saskatchewan newspapers would seem to support this claim, however. With the 
exception of the briefest mention of residential schools in two of Blatchford’s articles 
(which was only brought up in order to talk about Indigenous corruption), and no 
mention of the history of colonialism, none of the articles put Kaydance and Santana’s 
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deaths within the context of continuing forms of colonialism. These discursive silences 
function to bolster the racialized stereotypes the majority of these articles contain.  
None of this analysis is to suggest that living conditions on reserves should not be 
improved or to deny that Indigenous peoples face a great many more socio-economic 
disadvantages than non-Indigenous peoples and communities. These realities need to be 
talked about and the Euro-settler population should be concerned. However, it is the way 
in which these columns talk about these issues that is the problem. Even though some of 
the “facts” might be “accurate on a story-by-story basis,” these colonial images 
“accumulate over time” to contribute to the racialization of Indigenous peoples (Morier 
2003, 48). In an ostensible attempt to provide background information and place the story 
of the Pauchay girls’ deaths in a wider social context, these articles nevertheless fail to 
consider the continuing effects of colonialism, and in fact, never mention colonialism at 
all. Instead, what they do is revert to the type of victim blaming/colonial imagery that is 
still part of the public discourse about Indigenous peoples in Canadian society and 
reflected in Canadian newspapers. One of the goals of this research was to determine if 
there is a pathologizing discourse within Canada’s mainstream newspapers. The articles 
that I chose to analyze in this section have demonstrated that, unfortunately, Indigenous 
peoples continue to be pathologized in media, in 2008, and that racist, colonial discourses 
about Indigenous peoples are alive and well in “Canada’s #1 national newspaper.”  
PART II: “UN PAYS DE SAUVAGES” 
In 2008, Dick Pound, first president of the World Anti-Doping Agency, former 
vice-president of the International Olympic Committee and Chancellor of McGill 
University, was speaking at the 2008 Summer Olympic Games in Beijing, China when he 
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was asked about his decision to hold the games in a country with a questionable human 
rights record. Conversing in French, Pound’s translated response to this question was, 
“[w]e must not forget that 400 years ago, Canada was a land of savages, with scarcely 
10,000 inhabitants of European descent, while in China, we're talking about a 5,000-year-
old civilization.” Two months later, his remarks allegedly became known after an 
Indigenous Rights group out of Quebec filed a complaint about them and asked for his 
resignation. Pound maintained that the phrase “un pays de sauvages” does not directly 
translate to “a land of savages.” He then apologized. The Globe picked up on this 
controversy and columnist Margaret Wente had an article published titled, “What Dick 
Pound said was really dumb—and also true.” The letters to the editor that follow are as 
much, and even more so, a reaction to Wente’s article as they are to Pound’s comment. 
“What Dick Pound said was really dumb - and also true.” 
Responding to Pound’s comments and the response it provoked, Margaret 
Wente’s column is exactly as the title states: critical of Pound for being “stupid” enough 
to say it, but then spending the remainder of her column stating why referring to 
Indigenous peoples as “savages” is right. Heavily quoting from a book by Frances 
Widdowson (work that the Canada Research Chair in Social Justice, Janet Conway, says 
several academics have discredited in her letter to the editor published on Oct. 27 2008), 
Wente says that Indigenous peoples at the time of first contact “had not developed 
broader laws or institutions, a written language, evidence-based science, mathematics or 
advanced technologies.” Arguments that they had “their own science, their own 
medicine…their own oral history that was every bit as rich as Europe’s” and were “equal 
or superior to European culture,” she says, is a “mythology.” She describes their “kinship 
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groups” as “small, simply organized and not very productive” with the homicide rate 
“probably rather high.” Standard stereotypical portrayals, Indigenous peoples are once 
again described as simple, useless, criminals. Her entire piece relies on the Eurocentric 
myth of progress which argues that all societies pass through “developmental stages” on 
their linear march towards a more developed (i.e. sophisticated, advanced and superior) 
civilization. “[T]he anthropological term for this developmental stage was,” she says, 
“savagery.” Wente characterizes Indigenous peoples 400 hundred years ago as a 
“relatively simple Neolithic kinship-based culture” compared to a “vastly complex late-
industrial capitalist culture” (emphasis added), demonstrating both discourses of binary 
polarization and the monolithic other. 
Like many of Wente’s columns about Indigenous-related issues (Anderson and 
Robertson 2011, 274),  this piece calls for assimilation, for their own good and future 
survival: unless they “change,” “native Canadians and their descendants [are doomed] to 
lives that remain isolated from the modern world, without the skills and aptitudes they 
need to make their way in an increasingly complex society.” Calls for physical 
extermination of Indigenous peoples have given way over time to cultural extermination 
(Anderson and Robertson 2011, 276). Framed in terms of common sense logic, if 
Indigenous peoples are to survive and thrive in an “increasingly complex” modern 
society, they must assimilate. The inability of non-Indigenous peoples to recognize that 
Indigenous cultures are complex and sophisticated has marked many of the interactions 
between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples. This inability, Henry and Tator state, is 
a continual theme within the discourse of the monolithic other (122).Overall, Wente’s 
column seemingly uses Dick Pound’s comment to re-state the colonial narrative that 
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many non-Indigenous settler peoples have been re-telling for hundreds of years. Wente’s 
perpetuation of this colonial narrative sparked numerous letters to the editor published in 
the Globe. 
Over the course of a week, there were 19 published letters to the editor in the 
Globe reacting to Margaret Wente’s column and/or Dick Pound’s remarks. With the 
exception of two letters, the majority of responses flooded in after Wente’s column and 
were engaging with her comments more so than Dick Pound’s. I chose to leave 
unanalyzed three of the letters which I found too ambiguous from which to glean any 
definitive meaning. Of the remaining 16 letters, three were clearly anti-colonial and 
opposed Wente’s and/or Pound’s comments. An equal three expressed support of 
Wente’s views, were very colonial in sentiment, and perpetuated racist stereotypes. Of 
the former, one was written by Chief of the Hupacasath First Nation and one by Janet 
Conway, Canada Research Chair of Social Justice at Brock University. This is important 
to note because two of the three clear anti-colonial letters were written by 1) an 
individual who is Indigenous and has first-hand experience of colonialism and 2) an 
academic scholar with research interests in social justice, and presumably is both 
educated on and against colonialism. The remaining ten letters were more problematic. 
The majority of them denounced Wente’s or Pound’s viewpoints, but neither did they fall 
cleanly on either side of pro or anti Indigenous issues: these are the letters with which I 
have chosen to focus my analysis. I will discuss five of them in depth. 
Letter #1 
My ancestors were savages: We were Ancient Britons. We painted ourselves with 
woad (it is said), fought stark naked, and the spiky club was still the preferred 
negotiating tool. We were adapted to the chilly island (cold) and did not know we 
were savages until the Romans (hot) came along and said something that sounded 
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like, “Vos es barbarous.” This was meant to be pretty insulting, I suppose; but we 
didn’t understand Latin, so we just grinned foolishly. The thing is, the Romans did do 
things a bit better. We copied them and eventually produced Margaret Thatcher. I 
myself do not know any savages, but I know a guy who has a friend, who is a 
Primitive Methodist, and he knows one. 
- Allen Strike, Port Hope, ON 
Satirically written, this letter likens Indigenous peoples to the author’s ancestors, Ancient 
Britons, and Euro-settlers to the Romans. As is sometimes the case when reading satire, it 
can be difficult to determine exactly how the writer intends his or her message to be 
received. The near entirety of this letter is satirical. The writer describes their ancestors in 
a tongue-in-cheek way as “savages” throughout. Yet, in the sentence immediately 
following “we just grinned foolishly,” there seems to be a shift in tone. “The thing is,” 
the letter writer says, “the Romans did do things a bit better.” It is unclear whether this 
comment is intended to be satirical or is suggesting that the Romans did, indeed, “do 
things a bit better” despite their apparent snide sense of superiority. If the letter writer 
intends this comment as a qualifier to their previous sarcasm, then this comment might 
betray a belief in the myth of progress. It sounds as if this sentence is the one serious 
point in the whole of this letter. If this reading is correct, then there is an implicit 
suggestion that the Romans might have introduced their ancestors to a better way of life. 
The analogy that follows is that, perhaps, Euro-settler contact with Indigenous peoples 
might have introduced some advantages that are not being acknowledged. However, this 
interpretation might be undermined by the writer’s immediate return to satire in the next 
sentence when he says, “[w]e copied them and eventually produced Margaret Thatcher.” 
While still unclear, Margaret Thatcher does not seem to be brought up as a shining 
example of “progress.” This suggestion could influence the reading of the previous 
sentence that says the Romans did do things a bit better. Therefore, if this letter is read in 
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its entirety as satirical, then this author is countering Wente’s and/or Pound’s racist 
remarks about Indigenous peoples as “savages.” 
Irrespective of the writer’s intentions, the ambiguity in this letter does leave open 
the possibility of a literal interpretation. A literal interpretation could read that this 
writer’s “ancestors,” Ancient Britons, “were savages.” Within this analogy that likens 
Ancient Britons to Indigenous peoples, a literal reading of this letter could imply that, 
apparently, Indigenous peoples were savages, just as the writer’s ancestors were 
described. In this case, the Margaret Thatcher remark could be read as a prime example 
of a great, important person as a result of the Ancient Britons copying the Romans, who 
“did do things a bit better.” This very different reading of the letter would, then, 
demonstrate both a discourse of assimilation and belief in the myth of progress. If 
Indigenous peoples assimilate to a European example and follow their successful linear 
progression (as the Ancient Britons did with the Romans), then they too can enjoy a 
supposedly superior way of life. 
It is important to keep in mind that this is a letter to the editor published in a 
national newspaper. Unlike a newspaper or news site which only publishes satire, an 
individual’s reading of this letter might not recognize the irony or parody in it. This 
difficulty recognizing whether an author intends their writing to be straightforward or is, 
in fact, a parody has been informally referred to on the Internet as “Poe’s law” (Gelman 
2014). Thus, this letter remains problematic because its inherent satirism might not be 
perceived by every reader and might instead be read literally, in whole or in part. A literal 
interpretation of this letter could read as a stereotypical representation of Indigenous 
peoples and, therefore, runs the risk of perpetuating colonial stereotypes unwittingly. 
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Letter #2 
Margaret Wente (What Dick Pound Said Was Really Dumb - And Also True - Oct. 
25). Frances Widdowson and all the letter writers who’ve been trying to justify 
how first nations’ societies are inferior, equal or superior to any other society are 
ignoring the bigger picture: namely, what the hell does it matter? Comparing 
entire nations with such sweeping generalizations only serves to promote feelings 
of resentment and snobbery. The only possible benefit from these comparisons is 
an ego boost for the nation that claims itself “superior.” 
- Colin Stewart, Burnaby, B.C. 
This letter does not support or denounce Wente’s or Pound’s comments. Instead, it 
dismisses the conversation altogether as unimportant. Because claims to 
superiority/inferiority/equality are logical fallacies and only intended to make the 
claimant feel superior, he says, this conversation is not worth talking about. This kind of 
dismissal completely misses the point: that Canada has a long history of treating 
Indigenous peoples as savages and that claims of superiority have led to unspeakable 
violence, trauma, and exploitation. This letter is similar to the discourse of colour-
blindness which argues that race no longer matters—an argument that is sustained by an 
individual’s own privilege to be able to ignore and not be affected by systemic and 
institutional forms of racism. Similarly, in arguing that this conversation is unimportant, 
the author of this letter either does not see, recognize, consider or willfully ignores the 
very real effects of continuing colonial oppression. 
Letter #3 
As a physician who has worked in first nation communities in Saskatchewan and 
Ontario, I have seen the inhumane conditions that persist, including a lack of clean 
water, exposure to pollutants and crushing poverty. These predictable outcomes were 
the result of such enlightened European ideas as forced conversion, the sale of 
alcohol, residential schools, and the reserve system. 
- Andrew Pinto, MD, Ancaster, ON 
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This letter sarcastically counters Wente’s erroneous opinion that Europeans were more 
sophisticated and enlightened than Indigenous peoples by pointing out that these 
“enlightened” ideas—“forced conversion, the sale of alcohol, residential schools, and the 
reserve system”—are harmful mistakes with lasting consequences. However, it maintains 
a paternalistic causal logic that says the option to purchase alcohol, as one factor, led to 
these conditions on reserves, including extreme poverty. Whereas “forced 
conversion…residential schools, and the reserve system” were forced on Indigenous 
peoples directly, the implication that the option to purchase alcohol—in and of itself—
causes comparable harm frames Indigenous peoples as largely passive to the coercive 
commercial pressures of settlers. The comment suggests that Euro-settlers should not 
have allowed the sale of alcohol, thereby, evoking the paternalistic idea that Indigenous 
peoples are incapable or should be considered unqualified to make their own decisions 
with respect to alcohol. In making these observations about the letter, my intention is not 
to deny that alcoholism is a major problem. However, the way in which the sale of 
alcohol is lumped in with these other unenlightened ideas makes it sound as if Indigenous 
peoples have a proclivity for alcohol. The mere introduction as an option to purchase 
alcohol is put forth as if Indigenous peoples could not help themselves but drink because 
alcoholism is somehow biologically innate. 
Mentioning alcohol in reference to Indigenous peoples in media is often 
problematic. According to Anderson and Robertson, “the mere association of Natives 
and…alcohol in a news story dredges up the drunken Native stereotype as surely as the 
beating of tom-toms announces an impending ‘Injun’ attack in an old Western” (270). 
Regardless of the writer’s intentions, the brief mention of alcohol with a further lack of 
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contextualization evokes the stereotype of the “drunken Indian.” Although the letter 
writer seems to want to bring attention to the harm that colonialism has done and 
continues to do, the additional listing of negative living conditions inadvertently raises 
the stereotype of “Indigenous problems.” Negative conditions on reserves need to be 
talked about, but they need to be talked about in more context than this letter provides. As 
it stands, readers might simply make the association between negative living conditions 
on reserves, the mention of alcohol, and conclude Indigenous peoples are both passive 
and unhealthy. In other words, this letter is still situating Indigenous peoples and 
communities within a pathologizing discourse. Notwithstanding the writer’s clear 
sympathy for the very real inhumane living conditions they cite, the lack of context in 
this short 58-word letter further exacerbates the impression of an unhealthy culture, and 
constitutes a discursive silence. 
Letter #4 
Margaret Wente believes that Canada’s Indigenous cultures were less evolved than 
our industrialized Western society – you know, the one that has produced global 
warming, nuclear bombs, mass extinctions and MTV’s The Hills. More complex, 
perhaps. But superior? 
- Dave Patterson, Parksville, B.C. 
This letter opposes Wente’s view that Indigenous peoples were savages; however, it also 
demonstrates two significant colonial discourses. Firstly, the message of this letter is that 
it is preposterous to suggest that Indigenous cultures were inferior to an “industrialized 
Western society” that has produced, what this person considers, destruction and (I infer) 
inane reality TV. In doing so, the suggestion is that it is Western society that should be 
viewed as inferior—a point that is made explicit at the end when it asks, “[b]ut superior?” 
As I have already stated, inverting the binary polarization that divides Indigenous peoples 
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and Euro-settlers still maintains a problematic “us” versus “them” mentality that is a core 
component of colonialism. This superior/inferior belief and discourse served to justify 
assimilation efforts and many other atrocities committed against Indigenous peoples. 
While any claims to superiority should be questioned, inverting this binary to deprecate 
another culture or society does nothing to move beyond an erroneous and divisive line of 
thinking. Secondly, this letter alleges that industrialized Western society is “[m]ore 
complex,” even if not superior. Part of the discourse of binary polarization is the 
assumption that European culture is more complex, while Indigenous culture is simple 
(and as this letter insinuates) free of modern-day technological problems. This letter 
ignores the fact that pre-contact Indigenous societies were very diverse and complex, and 
remain so today—a fact that colonial stereotypes have attempted to expunge. Therefore, 
on the surface this letter opposes Wente’s more overt racist statements; however, it still 
exhibits problematic discourses that actually reproduce continuing colonial viewpoints. 
Five of the ten letters, similarly, denounced the description of Indigenous peoples 
as savages, but maintained the “us” versus “them” binary between Indigenous peoples 
and Euro-settlers by inverting it to suggest that, either, Europeans were the true savages 
or, at the very least, European culture is (clearly) inferior. It almost seemed as if to 
support Indigenous peoples and reject colonialism, some individual’s felt they had to 
denigrate Euro-settler society and culture. For instance, another letter published Oct. 27th 
says, “European culture has introduced the world to nuclear arms, the Holocaust, 
countless wars of conquest, environmental destruction and an ever greater unequal 
distribution of wealth.” Some of this individuals points conflate European culture with a 
capitalist economic system and ignore that many societies throughout history participated 
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in wars of conquest. Moreover, it is an extreme generalization to charge all of European 
culture with the Holocaust. This type of homogenizing of European culture and charging 
it for all of the world’s ills is simplistic. All of the letters that follow this same pattern 
were opposing Wente’s comments, but do so in a way that maintains polarization, and 
reifies “European culture” as homogenous as opposed to heterogeneous.  
Letter #5 
Margaret Wente argues that North American natives were in fact savages 
because “they had not developed broader laws or institutions, a written language, 
evidence-based science, mathematics or advanced technologies.” Yes, but the 
problem is these are all measures derived from our own cultural practices. The 
“savage” argument essentially rests on measuring a different culture according 
to our own image, whilst claiming, without foundation, this measure to be 
universally valid. 
 
This is exactly the same argument that for centuries has justified the use of power 
against native peoples. 
Bjorn Ekeberg, Ottawa, ON 
 
This letter describes exactly what is wrong with Wente’s logic: she is comparing 
Indigenous culture to a very different European culture (which she already considers 
superior) and arguing that it does not measure up, as is typical of many myopic 
Eurocentric rationales. This individual is also correct that many abuses against 
Indigenous peoples have been underpinned by this colonial mentality. However, when 
quoting from Wente’s column, she agrees with her assessment—“Yes, but”—that “North 
American native peoples” had “not developed broader laws…evidence-based science…or 
advanced technologies.” In doing so, this letter implicitly reveals a stereotype that 
Indigenous societies were not complex or sophisticated. It insinuates that just because 
Indigenous societies were ostensibly not advanced or complex like “our own cultural 
practices” that this is no reason to consider them inferior. Of course, perceived difference 
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is not a reason to consider anyone inferior or savage, but the problem is that this letter 
still places Indigenous peoples and communities within the same discourse of otherness 
that does not recognize the complexity of other cultures. It is, therefore, based on the 
Eurocentric assumptions that it condemns. 
Further Discussion 
So, what do these letters reveal? Referring to Indigenous peoples as savages 
sparked an intense dialogue amongst Canadians as evidenced by the 19 letters published 
in the Globe in response. These letters also tell us that public discourse does not neatly fit 
into the dichotomy of dominant versus counter discourse. Public discourse is messy. 
Letters that might appear to be contrary to colonialism on the surface, and no doubt are 
intended as such, can still be perpetuating colonial stereotypes unwittingly. Less overt 
forms of racism (which can occur irrespective of positive intentions) can insidiously slip 
under the radar and inadvertently work in the interests of historical colonial strategies. 
This finding, arguably, suggests that a colonial mentality is so ingrained in popular 
consciousness that it is not always noticed for what it is: the continuing pathologization 
of Indigenous peoples.  
Some of these letters exemplify the different and contradictory discourses that 
Foucault suggests might be working within the same strategy. Even Margaret Wente’s 
column, for instance, is demonstrating a discourse of benevolence when she suggests the 
need for Indigenous peoples to assimilate in order to survive and prosper in our “modern 
society.” Benevolent discourse has been long recognized as part of a colonial strategy; 
therefore, its frequent appearance in public discourses are now much more obvious and 
seen for what it is—assimilative. On the surface, benevolence might appear to run 
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counter to violent forms of colonialism; however, benevolent discourses actually function 
to maintain unequal power relations, justify interventions into the lives of Indigenous 
peoples, and sustain continual violent actions. A less obvious example of a contradictory 
discourse is the letter which denounces Margaret Wente’s Eurocentric comparison of 
Indigenous cultures. Her agreement that Indigenous societies did not have broader laws 
exposes a colonial stereotype that Indigenous societies were less complex. On the 
surface, this letter is rejecting notions of Indigenous inferiority even as it upholds 
particular colonial assumptions and unequal power relations. Similarly, the physician’s 
letter perpetuates the belief that Indigenous peoples have an affinity for alcohol and this, 
in addition to erroneous European ideas—such as forced conversion, residential schools, 
and the reserve system—is one of the reasons cited for negative living conditions and 
“crushing poverty.” While this letter is attempting to bring attention to dehumanizing 
living conditions on reserves and maltreatment by Euro-settlers, its few sentences do not 
provide enough context to avoid disseminating negative images of Indigenous peoples 
and societies, yet again. It is of particular importance that references to negative reserve 
conditions and the very real health realities faced by Indigenous peoples are placed 
within a discussion of their social and political context, lest they contribute to continuing 
discursive pathologization of Indigenous peoples. As Morier (2003) argues, “writers 
should realize that words and images accumulate over time to potentially exacerbate 
racial tensions” (48). Constantly talking about Indigenous peoples in terms of problems, 
limits their representation and “[risks] the act of ‘othering’” (Morior 2003, 48) when it is 
not counter-balanced by positive or optimistic images or when historical context is 
withheld.  
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Many of the letter writers responded by implying that it is Europeans who are the 
true savages, with some citing deplorable living conditions on reserves that are a direct 
result of first contact with Europeans. While it is important for the non-Indigenous 
Canadian population to be aware of the continuing mistreatment and subjugation of 
Indigenous peoples, these letter writers could have chosen to respond to Pound and 
Wente’s remarks by listing off positive attributes rather than focusing on the negative. 
For instance, Janet Conway’s letter (whose letter was one of the three letters which 
opposed Wente’s comments) states that “aboriginal peoples have been at pains to remind 
governments and citizens that they were self-sufficient and self-governing societies 
before the Europeans arrived, whose status as autonomous peoples, and as military and 
commercial powers, was recognized, and with whom treaties were entered into by the 
British.” Her letter challenges Wente’s and Pound’s description of Indigenous peoples 
without resorting to polarizing language or homogenizing descriptions of European 
culture. The letters which did choose to invert a colonial superior/inferior binary are 
reflective of a divisive mentality that is part and parcel with the same polarization that 
underpinned justifications for the abuse of Indigenous peoples for the past several 
centuries.  
On the whole, more letters than not denounced overt forms of colonial discourse, 
such as calling Indigenous people savages. This finding is in accordance with Anderson 
and Robertson’s (2011) argument that blatant racism is no longer considered acceptable, 
that “[o]bviousness becomes somehow gauche once ‘common sense’ takes over” (267). 
Using Miller and Ross’ theory of “presupposition,” Anderson and Robertson argue that 
colonial genre conventions work in place of obviousness (270). They use the example of 
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a Western film which typically features stereotypical representations of “cowboys and 
Indians,” a dusty saloon, shoot-outs and showdowns etc.—all of these conventions 
signify that this is a Western and “we know them because we have been exposed to them 
repeatedly” (270). Therefore, it is no longer necessary to “re-educate viewers on what a 
Western is each time one is shown” because the genre conventions (aka. signifiers) do 
that for us (270). Canadian colonialism works in the same way. When an article, a letter, 
a column associates Indigenous peoples with alcohol, most Canadians understand the 
implicit message. Canadians do not need to be re-educated that Indigenous peoples are 
supposedly alcoholics. This story has been repeated so often throughout the decades that 
the mere association of an Indigenous person with alcohol (or insert colonial stereotype 
here) invokes the “drunken Indian” myth. This is partly why some of these letters are 
problematic—their pairing of particular stereotypical signifiers implicitly reinforces part 
of the “common sense” colonial imaginary. It is also why Wente’s and/or Pound’s 
“savage” remarks sparked the types of responses they did. In a time when more blatantly 
racist remarks are condemned, common sense stereotypes remain largely invisible, and 
fail to elicit public outrage. It is far easier to spot and respond angrily to overt racisms 
than it is to see the more insidious workings of hidden and implied racism.  
This finding might explain why the letters in this section demonstrated a much 
more diverse range of opinions than the columns, editorial, and letter to the editor 
published about Yellow Quill. Margaret Wente’s and Dick Pound’s blatant racist remarks 
fueled a large response (in the form of 19 letters) from the Canadian population. Some of 
these letters supported their comments, but the majority of them opposed their comments, 
even though some letters were still problematic. On the other hand, Christie Blatchford’s 
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six columns about Yellow Quill also employed racist colonial stereotypes, but only 
prompted the publication of one letter to the editor which was in support of her 
comments. Henry and Tator (2002) address this function of less blatant forms of racism: 
“[m]ost people, including journalists,” they argue, “still understand racism in its overt 
and 'redneck'15 expressions”; therefore, the “use [of] strongly pejorative words and 
labels” is easily recognized as racist. Unfortunately, “[e]veryday racism” that is more 
“sophisticated” and “elusive” are “poorly understood” even though “it is these forms that 
are the most pervasive in societies like ours” (Henry and Tator 2002, 82). In a recent 
CBC article (July 3rd, 2018), Janet Smylie speaks to this less overt to the point of being 
nearly invisible kind of racism: "I have a hypothesis, and I would love for someone to 
disprove it. The most important and dangerous kinds of racism that people encounter is 
actually racism that's hidden. It's even hidden to the person who is having the racist 
behaviour" (Blake 2018).  
Anti-Indigenous colonial stereotypes have adapted over the years from overt 
expressions to these hidden expressions of racism. The “regular bombardment” of 
stereotypical expressions, Anderson and Robertson (2011) have argued, is crucial to 
understanding their process of normalization (268). So deeply ingrained, so normalized to 
the point of being hidden are “common sensical” racisms that they flourish in mainstream 
media, for the most part, unchecked. As this section of letters to the editor has 
demonstrated, blatantly pejorative labels about Indigenous peoples elicit righteous 
indignation; yet, Blatchford’s anti-Indigenous columns failed to do the same (or at least 
there were no letters published opposing her views).  
                                                            
15 “Redneck” is the author’s word choice; ironically, it also demonstrates the pejorative label they speak of 
in the next sentence. 
114 
 
Both of these case studies raise the additional question of what responsibility 
newspapers have in printing and perpetuating anti-Indigenous stereotypes. On the one 
hand, the letters to the editor section are intended to fulfill a democratic purpose. They 
allow the Canadian public to engage with the newspaper itself and enable a dialogue 
between other members of the population. This section of a paper represents Pratt’s 
“contact zone.” However, the letters that are published are chosen by the newspaper. 
These letters are, also, as the Globe stipulates, subject to revisions. Their policy states 
that letters should be “kept under 200 words” and that they “may be edited for length and 
clarity.” One of the points I emphasized was that references to negative living conditions 
on reserves should include some context so as not to be contributing to the 
pathologization of Indigenous peoples. When letters are edited to under 200 words, this 
seems impossible. However, some of the letters I analyzed clearly received special 
circumstances as they were much longer than 200 words. Fortunately, these were the 
letters which provided appropriate background and context, but the question remains: 
how does the newspaper go about making these decisions? Furthermore, when letters are 
edited, what has been changed to influence meaning? What counts as “clarity”? My point 
is this section of the newspaper is not merely a space for members of the public to 
participate in a particular dialogue. This dialogue is mediated by the newspaper itself. I 
am not suggesting that the newspaper should not do this. I am arguing that there are 
power dynamics at play in this scenario that might not be visible, but which do have 
effects. 
On the other hand, Christie Blatchford’s series of articles about Yellow Quill raise 
different questions about the ethical responsibilities of a newspaper. Columns are a 
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curious aspect of a newspaper that purports its main function is to “tell the news.” 
Columnists are encouraged to voice their opinion and the newspaper largely divorces 
itself from taking any responsibility for their opinion. However, columnists are hired by 
the newspaper and have a devoted section for their own “take” on a variety of issues. In 
fact, on their website The Globe describes columnists as a “fundamental pillar of [their] 
coverage.” Columnists, it says, are “trusted by our readers and followed by our nation’s 
decision makers” and “are always in the middle of our national discourse” (2018). If 
columnists are recognized as exerting a significant influence over political decisions and 
engendering trust in the public, it is undoubtedly problematic that they are privileged 
above others to voice their opinions on issues with which they might not have any 
experience. It is especially problematic when they are perpetuating racist stereotypes. 
Margaret Wente’s column, for instance, provoked the majority of responses to the 
“savages” discourse. Only two of the 18 letters to the editor were submitted before 
Wente’s column was published Oct. 25th. The newspaper made the decision to publish 
her opinion and to publish the responses to her opinion. Wente and the newspaper played 
a major part in perpetuating this racist discourse. Newspapers are not blameless. They do 
have a role in shaping public opinion, even if it is impossible to trace exactly how this 
process occurs. They certainly have a role in perpetuating particular discourses and 
influencing non-Indigenous social relations with Indigenous peoples. The next section 
will consider the fatality of Brian Sinclair within this environment of the media, an 
environment in which pathologizing discourses have been found to exist on the national 
scale (within the Globe). 
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PART III: SITUATING BRIAN SINCLAIR’S DEATH WITHIN A 
PATHOLOGIZING DISCURSIVE ENVIRONMENT 
 
“We're not all the way they picture us to be.” 
- William Mianscum  
(former Chief of James Bay community of Mistissini, Quebec) 
 
In September of 2008, Brian Sinclair, an Indigenous man, visited the Winnipeg 
Health Sciences Emergency Room because of a blocked catheter. He sat in the waiting 
room for 34 hours without ever receiving care or being triaged before he died of this 
treatable bladder infection. His death was not discovered until at least “a few hours” after 
rigor mortis had set in (24). I argue that Brian Sinclair’s death is not just a tragedy caused 
by human error that could have happened to any individual, but needs to be understood 
within a societal context that recognizes the history and present-day reality of continuing 
forms of colonialism and racist colonial discourse. Sinclair’s lack of care further needs to 
be situated within a framework that recognizes contemporary Indigenous and non-
Indigenous social relations, as a localized, contextualized example of these power 
dynamics, and as reflecting the entangled workings of power, knowledge, and discourse 
in society. The circumstances of Mr. Sinclair’s death sparked a provincial inquest, the 
proceedings of which are detailed in The Fatality Inquiries Act (2014).  
The Fatality Inquiries Act 
This report examines Brian Sinclair’s death as a lone circumstance within the 
context of the emergency room at the Winnipeg Health Sciences Centre.  Although 
counsel for the Sinclair family requested that the Government of Manitoba hold an 
inquiry into how stereotyping and assumptions affect the healthcare of Indigenous 
peoples in Manitoba, the Court did not follow through on this recommendation. This 
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inattention to a wider societal context—specifically, the context of systemic and 
institutionalized racism—led the Sinclair family to withdraw from the inquest.  
Factors that this report did identify as reasons for Brian Sinclair’s lack of 
treatment are 1) human error, 2) problematic waiting room design, 3) the understaffed 
hospital, and 4) incorrect assumptions about Brian Sinclair’s presence in the ER. In an 
analysis of the fourth point, I found that racist colonial stereotypes emerged. This report 
has euphemistically framed these as “individual acts of bias or stereotyping,” but failed to 
link these to stereotypes that disproportionately affect the Canadian Indigenous 
population. Two of the assumptions affecting Brian Sinclair’s level of care were that he 
was homeless and/or that he was under the influence of alcohol. Despite the fact that it 
was determined Mr. Sinclair had never been treated as an IPDA (definition to follow) 
patient before and had never sought refuge from the weather in this ER even during a 
time when he was homeless, several hospital staff who testified suggested that they 
assumed either or both of these reasons for his presence in the Health Services Centre 
Emergency Department.   
IPDA stands for Intoxicated Persons Detention Act. The IPDA allows for an 
individual to be picked up by police because of intoxication and brought to the 
emergency department. This individual is then assessed by a physician who tags him or 
her with a wristband and then he or she is held under Security Services supervision until 
they are released (typically to a local shelter). The report indicates that Mr. Sinclair had 
never been brought into Winnipeg’s Health Sciences Centre on an IPDA detention. Yet, 
the triage nurse told the police during a July 25th, 2011 interview that she thought he was 
“probably…an IPDA” (77). She admits that she did not know why she thought this and 
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that “[n]o one had told her that Brian Sinclair was an intoxicated person” or that there 
was an IPDA individual in the waiting room (77). Neither did this nurse recognize him 
from previous visits to the ER, but she did observe that “he was male and Aboriginal” 
(76).  
The night shift Security Supervisor says he had seen Sinclair several times over 
the years and he was sometimes intoxicated. The report does not specify how he 
determined Mr. Sinclair was intoxicated except to say that he knew him to get loud in the 
waiting room (68). A woman described as “a concerned citizen” in the report approached 
the night shift Security Supervisor about Brian Sinclair’s condition, believing that he had 
died and he told her that “he is a regular patient and that is the usual position [slumped 
over] you would find him in when intoxicated” (68). The report does not include details 
on whether or not the Counsel questioned this individual on how he knew Mr. Sinclair 
was intoxicated in the past. He admitted that he had seen Mr. Sinclair the night before 
and that he was not intoxicated. He also admitted that it is not possible to tell if someone 
is drunk by the way they sleep. When asked about the intoxicated comment, he 
mentioned Brian Sinclair’s past intoxications and that “[a]lways, they come in to get 
warm” (68). If this Security Supervisor assumed he was drunk, then it is quite possible he 
assumed similarly during Brian Sinclair’s past visits to the ER. Moreover, his remark that 
they always come in to get warm sounds very generalized and seems to associate Brian 
Sinclair with “they” (aka. drunks).  
The report also reveals that the Security Patrol Officer on duty for part of the time 
Brian Sinclair occupied the waiting room also ‘assumed Brian Sinclair was intoxicated 
and “sleeping it off”’ (75). He said that Mr. Sinclair “looked to him like someone who 
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was intoxicated” even though he did not smell any alcohol (75). He had witnessed Mr. 
Sinclair vomit on himself and later wrote this in his report, but maintained that he did not 
think his vomiting was a medical problem. He further agreed in Court that vomiting is a 
medical problem and that if he thought it was a medical issue or if he noticed someone in 
distress that he would report this to the nurse. However, he did not believe Mr. Sinclair to 
be in distress (75). The security officer clearly dismissed Brain Sinclair’s signs of distress 
and vomiting as non-medical because he assumed it was due to his supposed intoxication. 
Arguably, even vomiting due to intoxication is still a medical issue as it might indicate 
the serious condition of alcohol poisoning. Yet, he still did not inform any medical 
personnel.  
This same officer noted in his Incident Report that Brian Sinclair had “no fixed 
address” (76). He was not able to explain why he thought this, except that “no one was 
able to provide him with an address” and suggested that maybe he had talked to medical 
staff who had told him he was homeless. He also stated that he never approached Mr. 
Sinclair, so it stands to reason that an address could not have been provided if he did not 
ask. Brian Sinclair, however, was not homeless. The Inquiry’s report stated that this 
officer made a number of assumptions about Brian Sinclair: that he was intoxicated, 
homeless, and that his vomiting was not a medical issue. A number of hospital staff 
similarly admitted in Court that they assumed that Brian Sinclair was either “homeless 
and seeking shelter or perhaps IPDA” (72). Several of these people also denied that race 
was a factor in their assumptions (78). Indeed, the Chief Medical Examiner testified that 
“snow white” would have died in this same situation (64). He additionally refused to 
consider that “ethnicity” might affect a doctor or nurse’s level of care, even though 
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research has shown that racism does affect healthcare (Kurtz et al. 2008; Tang and Brown 
2008; Allan and Smylie 2015).  
The entire report frames the assumptions of healthcare providers as recognition of 
behavioural patterns, patterns which the report says healthcare providers are trained and 
encouraged to recognize. This attempt to establish a pattern of behaviour as an 
identifying heuristic in healthcare settings bears similarities to Christie Blatchford’s use 
of behavioural description to communicate patterns that implicitly align with racist 
stereotypes in her columns about Yellow Quill. Pattern recognition in both cases function 
as mental shortcuts used to interpret information and develop conclusions based on 
behavioural “evidence.” In the context of healthcare, the conclusions healthcare providers 
draw about behavioural patterns evidently influences what they deem is the most 
appropriate way to treat patients. Therefore, the validity and accuracy of such behavioural 
observations can be essential to addressing patients’ medical needs correctly, and hence 
carry important health implications. 
Recognizing some of these implications, perhaps, the Detective Sergeant who 
investigated Brian Sinclair’s death attempted to debunk some of these references to his 
pattern of behaviour. For one, weather records indicate that the night Brian Sinclair 
occupied the waiting room the temperature did not drop below 3.4 degrees at its coldest 
and 8.5 C as the highest night-time low. The daily temperatures from September 19th – 
21st ranged from 14.2 C to 25.1 C. Assumptions that Mr. Sinclair was in the waiting room 
seeking shelter and trying to get warm, therefore, do not logically follow (especially 
considering that he arrived mid-day on Sept. 19th). Moreover, IPDA records showed that 
there were no entries for Mr. Sinclair for six consecutive years previous and that this 
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particular Health Sciences Centre had no records that he was previously intoxicated. This 
finding challenges the Security Supervisor’s account that he had witnessed previous 
occasions of Mr. Sinclair’s intoxication and that this was one of the reasons he assumed 
him to be drunk this time. There were also no records that Brian Sinclair ever visited this 
Emergency Department for anything other than medical reasons. Therefore, implicit 
associations and assumptions about Brian Sinclair based on past behaviour simply do not 
add up. When questioned by the Court about what she thought about these assumptions 
about Brian Sinclair, Dr. Catherine Cook (who the report identifies as an Indigenous 
woman “who has devoted much of her career to the development of effective and 
accessible health care for Indigenous persons” (65)) says, “you start to wonder whether or 
not the perception or stereotypical image of Indigenous people would come to mind, 
rather than the actual situation itself” (65). Homelessness and alcoholism are long-
standing racist colonial stereotypes of Indigenous peoples. The fact that homelessness 
and alcoholism are, specifically, colonial stereotypes characterizing Indigenous 
peoples—not merely “individual acts of bias and stereotyping” (as this report states)—
cannot be ignored. 
Despite the fact that Brian Sinclair had housing, media consistently reported that 
he was homeless. A database search on Brian Sinclair during the year 2008 using 
Canadian NewsStream yielded 118 news articles reporting Brian Sinclair’s death, with 
just over half of these articles (60) erroneously stating that Brian Sinclair was homeless. 
Some of these articles mentioned homelessness in their headlines, such as local 
newspaper The Guelph Mercury’s September 25th article, “Homeless man who died in 
ER had bladder infection,” and national newspaper The Globe and Mail’s September 25th 
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headline, “Inquest called into ER death of homeless man.” Many articles in various local 
and provincial newspapers included slight variations on these headlines. News items that 
did not outright call Brian Sinclair homeless implied his homelessness by inferences, 
such as New Brunswick’s The Times-Transcript September 24th article, “on cold 
nights…it's not unusual for homeless people to take shelter in the emergency room.” 
Similarly, CTV National News, Scarborough described Brian Sinclair as “a street person” 
and commented that “folks say the homeless often feel ignored at hospitals.” The 
Winnipeg Free Press even quotes Health Minister Theresa Oswald as stating, “I hope we 
don't have a situation where the man was neglected because he was homeless” 
(September 24th, 2008). The fact that Brian Sinclair was homeless seemed to be 
unquestioned as this assumption was disseminated in news articles across the country. 
Further Discussion 
My analysis of The Fatality Inquiries Act has revealed that two assumptions were 
made about Brian Sinclair’s presence in the Winnipeg Health Sciences Centre 
Emergency Department. These assumptions were that Brian Sinclair was potentially 
intoxicated and sleeping it off and/or that he was homeless. An analysis of newspaper 
coverage of this incident revealed that slightly over half of newspapers across the 
country, national and provincial, perpetuated the latter stereotype. In effect, the 
dissemination of this stereotype perpetuated a negative discursive climate. The Provincial 
Inquest, however, chose not to frame these assumptions and Brian Sinclair’s death within 
a larger social and historical context. Given that homelessness and alcoholism have been 
part of the racist, colonial discourse about Indigenous peoples for many years and that 
there is evidence of their continuing discursive construction within mainstream media 
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analyzed in 2008, Brian Sinclair’s death should be considered within the social and 
narrative environment in which he lived. 
Several testimonies from healthcare providers who were working during the time 
Brian Sinclair occupied the waiting room denied that race was a possible factor in their 
assumptions about his presence in the ER. These same individuals denied that race would 
ever affect the level of care they give to a patient because healthcare providers are 
responsible for treating all people equally. Their insistence that race could not have been 
a factor re-prompts Janet Smylie’s hypothesis: the most dangerous forms of racism are 
those that are hidden, “even hidden to the person who is having the racist behaviour” 
(Blake 2018). I posit that, perhaps, an unintentional bias about Brian Sinclair that was 
race-based might have affected his care. Assumptions that Mr. Sinclair was intoxicated or 
homeless are “common sense” racisms applied to Indigenous peoples. References to 
Indigenous peoples’ proclivity for alcohol featured strongly in Christie Blatchford’s 
articles about Yellow Quill, and were mentioned in the letters to the editor responding to 
“un pays de sauvages.” Such racism is likely not hidden to the individuals experiencing 
it, but these forms of racism may, perhaps, be unconscious and, thus, hidden to the person 
exhibiting the behaviour and, potentially, played a part in Mr. Sinclair’s lack of treatment 
and resulting fatality. Because of the unconscious implications of this kind of racism, 
individuals might not recognize his or her thoughts as racist and this is partly why hidden 
racisms are so dangerous. 
I am not trying to suggest that colonial-racist stereotypes present in the Globe in 
the year Brian Sinclair failed to receive proper treatment and care is responsible for his 
death. What I am saying, and what my analysis of newspaper media has hopefully 
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demonstrated, is that there is a particular discursive climate that Brian Sinclair and all 
Indigenous peoples live in that is racially-charged. It is a climate that constructs 
Indigenous peoples as a pathologized Other. Specifically, in this case, it is a climate that 
portrays Indigenous peoples as nothing more than alcoholics living on the street. This is 
the climate in which Brian Sinclair died. The stories about Indigenous peoples that 
comprise Canadian public discourse, and are reflected in institutions like the media, have 
real effects on people’s lives, their bodies, their health and well-being.  
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION 
6.1 Limitations and Opportunities for Future Research 
I chose to collect data from one of Canada’s national newspapers, The Globe and 
Mail. I focused, specifically, on opinion pieces—letters to the editor, editorials, and 
columns—which Anderson and Robertson (2011) and Harding (2006) argue still display 
rampant racism. However, my research would benefit from the inclusion of an analysis of 
news articles in the Globe. Comparing and contrasting the differences in news coverage 
from the opinion pieces I analyzed would give a fuller picture of portrayals of Indigenous 
peoples across all sections of a newspaper. There is a certain amount of freedom for 
columnists and editorials to express opinions whereas the news sections of a newspaper 
are supposed to present objective “facts”—determining whether they do this, or whether 
they are merely opinions cloaked as facts, would be an important element to consider 
within a Foucauldian discourse analysis. 
Future research would also benefit from a cross-sectional analysis of local and 
provincial newspapers. While it would be a large project, analyzing provincial and local 
newspapers would provide access to mediated opinions of the population in a more 
localized context. Focusing on national, provincial, and local newspaper sources would 
give a better sense of what stories are being told and perpetuated by news media both 
across the country and within a particular province or city. Utilizing multiple newspapers 
would also provide an opportunity for comparison of common or particular themes of 
representation or divergences and discursive inconsistencies within the province or across 
the country. Moreover, an analysis of a newspaper localized to Winnipeg, Manitoba 
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would aid in determining the discursive environment that existed at the time Brian 
Sinclair sought care in the Winnipeg Health Sciences Centre ER.   
I focused on the year 2008 because of its relevance/timeframe to Brian Sinclair, 
and the practicality of designing an in-depth research project within a realistic scope. 
However, broadening this search to include news coverage of Indigenous issues to more 
recent years would be beneficial. Assessing whether anything has changed in the past 
decade is important, especially considering that there has been a change since 2008 from 
a majority Conservative Government under Stephen Harper to a majority Liberal 
government under Justin Trudeau. Given the relationship between Canadian institutions, 
especially media and government, an analysis that explicitly considers newspaper 
coverage of Indigenous peoples within a particular socio-political context would be 
illuminating.  
Relatedly, I considered the potential effects of a negative discursive climate on 
one Indigenous individual seeking healthcare—Brian Sinclair. Broadening this section of 
my analysis to include more experiences of Indigenous individual’s seeking healthcare 
would be important. It would also be worth considering how a colonial narrative 
environment is affecting the treatment of Indigenous peoples in other Canadian 
institutions. For instance, recent 2018 statistics from Statistics Canada show that 46% of 
incarcerated youth in Canada are Indigenous, while they only comprise 8% of the 
population. In Saskatchewan, 98% of female youth in custody are Indigenous; males 92% 
(Stats. Can 2018). How might this overrepresentation of incarcerated Indigenous youth 
connect to a discursive environment that paints Indigenous peoples as inherently violent 
and criminal? 
127 
 
Finally, contrasting newspaper coverage of Indigenous peoples with other forms 
of media would provide the opportunity to assess how far and wide stereotypical 
portrayals of Indigenous peoples reach and if they differ. Modern forms of media might 
include other print media (books and magazines), visual media such as TV and movies, 
video games, and, of course, the Internet and social media. Some of these other media 
forms might offer more access to and opportunities for alternative discourses. For 
instance, a satirical news site launched in 2017, Walking Eagle News, engages with the 
stereotypical representations of Indigenous peoples I found in mainstream newspapers, 
using humour to emphasize racist, colonial discourses implicit in Canadian media. Social 
media might also offer more opportunities for the inclusion of alternative discourses. An 
analysis of whether burgeoning social media avenues do offer such an opportunity would 
be significant for combatting the prevalence of colonial discourses. 
6.2 Conclusions and Implications 
This research argued that news media play a fundamental role in disseminating 
particular discursive constructions of Indigenous peoples to the Canadian population. In 
responding to my research question—is there evidence of a pathologizing discourse 
about Indigenous peoples in mainstream media?—I found that there is evidence of a 
pathologizing discourse about Indigenous peoples related to two Indigenous-related 
events in the opinion section of one of Canada’s national newspapers, The Globe and 
Mail, during the year 2008. I cannot infer that this is true of other Canadians newspapers; 
however, this finding is consistent with Anderson and Robertson’s (2011) study of 42 
Canadian newspapers and their conclusion that anti-Indigenous racism was strongly 
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prevalent in the year 2005, similar to the findings of Harding (2006) in his study of 
Canadian newspapers.  
The opinion articles and response letters I have analyzed reinforce racist 
stereotypes and pathologizing colonial discourses about Indigenous peoples and 
communities. While there are some examples of explicitly racist and pathologizing 
discourses (i.e. referring to Yellow Quill as “infected,” a “cesspool,” or alleging that 
Indigenous peoples were “savages” prior to colonization), the vast majority of instances 
of stereotyping and pathologization are expressed implicitly, and are repeated frequently. 
Discursive framings of Indigenous peoples and communities were consistently 
“othering,” and deployed binary polarizations which separate Indigenous and non-
Indigenous peoples and communities based on stereotypical misrepresentations of each. 
In presenting supposed evidence for these divisions, Indigenous peoples and communities 
were typically represented as occupying the negative side of each binary opposition, 
while settler-colonial peoples were typically represented as the positive sides: examples 
of binaries employed include us/them, superior/inferior, complex/simple, 
civilized/savage, developed/underdeveloped, and diverse/homogenous. As opposed to 
historically common overt racist and colonial assertions that these characteristics were 
somehow biologically innate, the contemporary discourses under analysis selectively use 
“evidence” of supposed behaviours to imply the accuracy of negative, stereotypical 
misrepresentations of Indigenous peoples. Thus, instead of making overtly racist claims, 
they rely on readers’ (often unacknowledged) recognition of stereotypical tropes (such as 
the myth of the “drunken Indian,” or other examples of “deviance”) which are not stated 
explicitly, but may be inferred based on ostensibly accurate behavioural descriptions.  
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Relatedly, in several articles, authors’ conjecture is presented as factual, or their 
views are presented as the most rational, credible, or trustworthy accounts of the “facts.” 
These “facts” are divorced from the context of historical and on-going colonialism, and 
possible counter-narratives are consistently undermined by omission, or sometimes using 
the technique of tokenization. In selecting and presenting a single Indigenous person’s 
views (which happen to align with those of the author), addressing alternative accounts is 
avoided, and the tokenized individual is implicitly presented as a representative of the 
views of larger groups. Cumulatively, and perhaps irrespective of the intentions of the 
authors, these repetitive discourses function to falsely legitimate and disseminate racist 
and pathologizing stereotypes, and maintain existing inequitable power relations between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples. The relational, binary value positioning of 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples across these discourses implicitly reinforces and 
perpetuates on-going colonial ideologies and practices, in part by misrepresenting 
Indigenous peoples as somehow inferior to the ostensibly “benevolent” intentions and 
expertise of non-Indigenous peoples.   
My comparison of Yellow Quill and “Un pays de sauvages” found that letters to 
the editor in response to the latter were much more diverse in their expressions of public 
opinion than the former. However, I also found that whereas blatant racist remarks about 
Indigenous peoples elicited a strong reactionary response opposing these views, a similar 
response to Blatchford’s more implicit forms of anti-Indigenous racism was non-existent. 
I also found evidence of implicit colonial assumptions within the letters to the editor 
responding to Dick Pound, but more often, Margaret Wente’s “savages” description of 
Indigenous peoples. Both of these findings suggest that hidden forms of racism are, 
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potentially, not as easily perceived as racist discourse and fail to stimulate a conversation 
within mainstream media in the same way that more overt racisms do.  
The lack of response to Blatchford’s articles might also have something to do 
with the subject matter of a tragedy that involved two young children. I argued 
throughout my analysis of Blatchford’s columns that she used this tragedy as an 
opportunity to denigrate Indigenous peoples and communities. Using rhetorical devices, 
Blatchford’s columns continually invoked this tragic incident in order to appeal to her 
reader’s emotions (aka. pathos). This type of persuasion might have made her readers 
more accepting of her views which in turn gave her more freedom to voice her opinions 
without fear of retribution. Blatchford’s use of this persuasive technique might partly be 
why less letters to the editor were written or published in response. 
In order to address part of the problem of misrepresentation, it is very important 
that opinion pieces addressing an event do not inordinately focus on the negative. More 
positive opinions need to be included within the opinion sections of newspapers. 
Negative stories about Indigenous peoples should also be more carefully placed within a 
discussion of history and present-day social relations and the continuing effects of 
colonialism. If a newspaper chooses to publish a series of letters to the editor that are 
lacking this context, perhaps it could mitigate potential undesirable assumptions by 
publishing an editorial or a column that addresses some of these gaps. Providing 
additional context where it is lacking would enable the newspaper to uphold one of its 
journalistic principles: balance. 
Finally, in an examination of The Fatality Inquires Act (2014) pertaining to Brian 
Sinclair’s fatality within Winnipeg Health Sciences Centre ER, two pathologizing 
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stereotypes emerged—intoxication and homelessness—that are consistent with my 
examination of discourses in the Globe during the same year. Based on this evidence, I 
argued that colonial stereotypes in news media reflect and shape an on-going discursive 
climate about Indigenous peoples in this country. I placed Brian Sinclair’s death within 
this social and discursive environment and argued that negative discursive constructions 
might contribute to negative, and even fatal, health outcomes for Indigenous peoples in 
Canada.  
According to Social Determinants of Health literature, inherently racist attitudes 
towards Indigenous peoples and on-going colonialism are fundamentally connected to 
economic, political and social disparities and are significant factors underlying the 
significant health inequities experienced by Indigenous peoples. Distal determinants, in 
particular, account for the social environment in which Indigenous peoples live and 
within which health disparities exist.  These are understood as the "roots" of health 
disparities. An analysis of discursive practices and discursive constructions is a means to 
identify how power is operationalized within specific, everyday social interactions. 
Therefore, the discursive constructions of Indigenous peoples that I identified in my 
analysis of news media demonstrate how continuing forms of colonial power are 
legitimated. The media's dissemination of a constructed "knowledge" about Indigenous 
peoples which is based on implicitly (or less often, explicitly) racist, colonial, 
pathologizing narratives functions to perpetuate and maintain inequitable colonial power 
relations. This pathologizing narrative environment in which Indigenous peoples live has 
severe effects on health and well-being. My analysis of Brian Sinclair's lack of treatment 
and resulting fatality was placed within this colonial narrative environment in order to 
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provide greater context surrounding his death and to demonstrate how implicit racisms 
within discursive constructions about Indigenous peoples in media can have fatal effects. 
This research, therefore, contributes to current research on news media and 
racisms towards Indigenous peoples. This research further contributes to and extends 
discussions on the Social Determinants of Health by considering discourse and discursive 
constructions as fundamental socio-environmental factors contributing to Indigenous 
health inequities. This research unsettles and challenges the legitimacy of the narrative 
about Indigenous Canadians as portrayed in mainstream media, and contributes to 
critical, anti-colonial understandings of Indigenous health inequities in Canada. It also 
demonstrates the efficacy of applying a Foucauldian discourse analysis to analyzing 
racialized and colonial power dynamics embedded in mainstream media. It additionally 
exposes how misrepresentations of Indigenous peoples might have real-world health 
implications. 
Perhaps the ultimate “message” of this research is that all people tell stories about 
other people, but it is important what kind of stories we, as human beings, tell, and how 
we tell them. Irrespective of our intentions, it is important to acknowledge that the 
discourses human beings create or perpetuate may have real-world implications. 
Moreover, it is vital that individual’s exercise critical thinking in assessments of the 
“stories” we hear or read about other individuals, and come to recognize that implicit 
discursive constructions may influence our interpretations, and consequently, our 
interactions with “others.” 
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